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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 
 How do conventional farmers engage with farmland, especially rice paddy, nature in 
contemporary Japan? To answer this question, I examine multiple ways in which they practice 
their relationships with “socio-natures” and how those practices have historically and 
transnationally developed, especially since the end of the Japanese empire in the mid-20th 
century. By conducting ethnographic and archival research about conventional farmers in 
Itoshima city, Fukuoka, Japan, I analyze a variety of practices, such as handling “harmful bugs” 
in rice paddies (including use of pesticides), fertilizer use, infrastructure modernization in rice 
paddies, a reduced pesticide rice farming movement, the 2005-2007 “Agriculture’s Blessings” 
government program (which subsidized farmers for investigating rice paddy bugs and other 
creatures and reducing pesticide use), and the Agricultural Land, Water, and the Environment 
Preservation and Improvement Policy, 2007-2011. I argue that the relationships of embodied 
human actors, non-human actors in farmlands, discourses, and institutions (transnational 
relations, science, logics of agricultural policy, farming technologies), in other words “regimes,” 
around socio-natures of rice paddies have shifted over time from the “nature-subduing 
agriculture” regime (the 1940s—1980s) to the “environmental conservation agriculture” regime 
(the 1980s—2010s). To explain the regimes and the shift over time, I take into account how 
those multiple actors in power relations have shaped each other from multiple directions. For 
example, pesticides that produced a particular rice paddy ecology and health issues for farmers 
and consumers helped rearticulate the relationships among rice paddy bugs, conventional farmers, 
consumers, pesticides, and government policy especially since the mid-1970s. The international 
trade policy, especially the Uruguay Round of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
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(GATT) in the mid-1980s provided the “green box” to indirectly subsidize farming through agro-
environmental government programs. A changing “gaze” toward the “rural” especially by the 
urbanites by the 1980s has similarly facilitated the regime shift. 
 The study aims to contribute to the field partly by engaging with a number of theoretical 
and conceptual frameworks that have been underexplored in this empirical topic (e.g., political 
ecology, actor-network theory, productivism/post-productivism, and ecological modernization). 
The under-examined case of Japan also adds to the existing research on why conventional 
farmers join agro-environmental government programs primarily in “Western” countries. Finally, 
it problematizes the “environmental conservation agriculture” regime and sketches out an 
alternative possibility of “environmentally sustainable agriculture” combined with transnational 
social justice. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 
INTRODUCTION  
 
 
  “Wow, storks!” I thought to myself when I spotted them in Toyooka city, Hyōgo 
prefecture (adjacent to Kyoto), Japan in July 2010 when attending the first “International 
Conference for Enhancing the Biodiversity in Agriculture” (Photos 1 & 2).  
Photo 1: Oriental White Storks in 
Hyōgo Prefecture Oriental White 
Storks Hometown Park (Hyōgo 
Kenritsu Kōnotori no Sato Kōen) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo 2: Oriental White Storks Flying over Rice Paddies near Hyōgo Prefecture Oriental White 
Storks Hometown Park, July 2010 
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In fact, I found these birds in and near Hyōgo Prefecture Oriental White Storks Hometown Park 
which opened in 1999 to “provide an environment and learning place where humans and Oriental 
White Storks can co-exist based on a viewpoint that the environment where Oriental White 
Storks can live also provides a safe, secure, and rich environment for humans,” according to its 
web-site.1 Billed as the last place in Japan where Oriental White Storks could be found in 1971, 
this city, years later, successfully hatched a next generation of storks born from parent storks 
which were originally presented by Russia (a major breeding ground) as a gift. By 2014, about 
70 storks could be found in the wild in this area.2 The creature has carried a complicated 
historical relationship with humans locally at least since the 19th century when one of the local 
warlords provided it protection, apparently from hunting. Prior to the 19th century, it used to live 
throughout Japan, and local farmers did not pay it any special attention.  
 By the end of the 20th century, however, it had become an important “non-human 
charisma” of the whole city in which it has afforded distinguishing properties in relation to 
particular sets of technologically enabled humans in a particular historical and spatial context 
(Lorimer 2007:915). As a 2011 short documentary by a National Geographic photographer 
entitled “Stork Madness” shows, it has become the brand of the city and its ubiquitous symbol 
(see Figure 1).3 The Toyooka city business district, many of their products, and many of the city 
government properties, as a form of technology, bear the bird’s name and figure. The 2005 
                                                           
1
 From: www.stork.u-hyogo.ac.jp/greet/index.php (Accessed on June 8, 2014). 
2
 From: www.kkr.mlit.go.jp/toyooka/saisei/sankou_ken/sankou2.pdf (Accessed on June 8, 2014). 
3
 The documentary is available at this Toyooka city government site at 
www.city.toyooka.lg.jp/www/contents/1297757581078/ (Accessed on June 8, 2014). 
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ceremony to set some of the caged storks free for the first time hosted a prince and princess from 
the Japanese imperial family.4  
 
Figure 1: Logos of Toyooka City5 
 
 
 
 
 Local farmers, however, appear to be late comers to this stork project which had been 
largely led by a particular set of government agencies. In fact, farmers used to dislike the bird 
because it trampled on rice seedlings in water-filled rice paddies when feeding on food, such as 
loaches, in rice paddies (e.g., Photo 3).6 An employee of the Toyooka government extension 
agency that has provided farming advices to farmers and their organizations in the area notes that 
it was 2002 when the Hyōgo prefecture agency of regional development expanded the stork 
project to agriculture by encouraging farmers to produce farmland that also nurtures storks 
(Nishimura 2006:126). Officially named as “farm methods to nurture storks” (Kōnotori o 
                                                           
4
 The couple were under public pressure at that time to bear a baby boy to become the potential successor of the 
emperor. A folk tale has it that storks bring a baby. See, for example, 
www.city.toyooka.lg.jp/www/contents/1157509241531/ (Accessed on June 10, 2014). 
5
 This is from the city government web-site above. The sentence on the left with a parent stork feeding a baby stork 
says: “Co-exist with oriental white storks.” The other line on the bottom right under “TOYOOKA” says: 
“Hometown, where oriental white storks fly calmly.” 
6
 The narrative at the bottom of the panel basically says that in early Shōwa era (Shōwa era began in 1926 and ended 
in 1989), there were about 100 oriental white storks in this area. It was a common, ordinary scene, and not many 
paid much attention to the bird. When people became aware, it was when the bird flied down to rice paddies to feed 
itself and trampled rice seedlings, and when people went to see how the bird fed its baby birds. It is not clear to me, 
however, that even most locals then had this mixed emotions toward the storks because more affluent, non-farmer 
residents or tourists may have felt the kind of intimacy, as expressed in a different panel featuring a former owner of 
a local tea house who recalls that his grandfather set up the tea house to entertain visitors, such as artists, who came 
to see the storks around 1930. In other words, I suspect the first panel put together the emotions of two largely 
different populations around 1920s and 1930s when the visible middle class existed in Japan. 
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Hagukumu Nōhō), such methods include reduction of pesticide and chemical fertilizer use, and 
introduction and maintenance of water in rice paddies one month before planting rice seedlings 
and for 40 days after planting rice seedlings to increase organisms, such as frogs and dragonflies 
(Photo 4). These criteria became part of a “brand” that the prefectural government created in 
2001 to be placed on agricultural products to advertise their safety to consumers (Photo 5). 
Referring to research by the National Agriculture, Forestry, and Fishery Policy Institute, 
Toyooka Mayor explained at this 2010 conference that “consumers are mostly concerned about 
safety [anshin, anzen], not biodiversity.” He also mentioned that the research also noted that 
there were 37 cases of branding rice nationwide that appealed to both “safety (health) and 
biodiversity,” as in this project (field note, July 3, 2010). He emphasized the compatibility of 
economic and ecological interests: “... The (natural) environment and economy are mutually 
beneficial. According to one estimate, the economic effects to Toyooka city from the tourism 
increase are 1 billion yen [$10 million US dollars]...” (field note, July 3, 2010).7 
 
Photo 3: The Bottom Half of a Panel in Toyooka City Oriental White Storks Cultural Center  
 
 
                                                           
7
 Based on $1 = 100 Japanese yen. 
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Photo 4: A Public Announcement Board Describing Farming to “Co-exist” with Storks on Wall 
of a Farmer’s Market at this Stork Park, July 2010 
 
 
 
Photo 5: “Hyōgo Safe Brand Agricultural Products” Announcement Appealing “Safety” for 
Humans and Environment at Farmer’s Market at this Stork Park (with an official certificate 
attached at the center on the red arrow), July 2010 
 
 
 
 Furthermore, this conference combined two other international conferences with Korean 
and Chinese counterparts to promote environmentally conscious rice farming methods. In fact, 
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those meetings had been in place for a number of years, but this was the first time the 
government entities became involved (field note, July 4, 2010). Later that year, Japan hosted the 
international Conference of the Parties on the Convention of Biological Diversity, and the 
Toyooka conference participants were well aware of and excited about the possibility that a 
resolution on biological diversity in rice paddies will be adopted at the official international 
forum (field note, July 4, 2010). About 400 people, consisting of organic and conventional 
farmers, government employees, non-governmental organizations, academics, and concerned 
citizens, primarily discussed how biodiversity in rice paddies can address a number of issues, 
including rural development, evaluation of farmers’ work to enhance biodiversity in rice paddies, 
and how enhancing biodiversity is not the same as enhancing farm efficiency. As a part of the 
conference, moreover, many participants compared the kinds and numbers of bugs in water-filled 
rice paddies among different rice paddies (conventionally applied with pesticides, reduced 
pesticide use, and no pesticide use)(Photo 6). 
 
Photo 6: Displaying Bugs and Names Caught in Non-Pesticide Rice Paddy in the Back, July 2, 
2010 
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The Problem Statement and the Main Research Issues 
 
My dissertation will examine a case in Fukuoka, western Japan, which parallels many 
issues that were highlighted in the above paragraphs about of the agro-environmental 
government program in Toyooka city. In this introduction chapter to my dissertation, I will lay 
out the following: (1) The problem statement and main research issues; (2) Discussions of 
existing studies on the topic of agro-environmental government programs, especially in relation 
to farmers’ participation; (3) Discussions of theories and concepts that will guide the study; (4) 
Justifications of the research: why this issue is important and contributions I might be able to 
make; (5) Methods; (6) An overview of the main fieldwork site, Nijō Town in Itoshima County 
(which became a city since 2010 by incorporating Nijō Town) in Fukuoka prefecture in Japan 
where I observed and helped a number of farmers, especially in Fukui administrative district 
inside Nijō; and (7) Short descriptions of the following chapters and the main argument. 
In this section, I will first state the main sociological problem and issues that I will 
examine in my dissertation. The central issue is a historical formation of agro-environmental 
knowledge and farming practices among conventional farmers in an administrative district in 
Itoshima city, Fukuoka that have been co-produced with other social and natural actors and 
relations in modern and contemporary Japan since the late 19th century (with the focus on the last 
several decades).8 It examines how such knowledge and practices have been historically 
produced and institutionalized (for example, by government and farmer organizational policy 
and specific types of science) in Fukuoka, and how they have partially produced farm landscapes 
                                                           
8
 An “administrative district” is a government-designated unit of a “neighborhood” within a given municipality. It 
typically either has or functions as a neighborhood association which coordinates a variety of activities, such as 
neighborhood clean-ups and seasonal festivals. They historically emerged to deal with daily necessities that could 
not be solved by individual households. These units typically used to contain more than one villages. At least since 
the establishment of Meiji government in late 19th century, the national government has consolidated smaller 
neighborhood units or villages on a few occasions over time. For more on a broader entity of neighborhood 
associations (Jichikai and Chōnaikai), see Tsujinaka, Pekkanen, and Yamamoto (2009). 
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that have been constituted by networks of human and non-human actors, including bugs, 
pesticides, fertilizers, and technologies. By narrating historical transformations and sometimes 
conflicting accounts of farmers’ engagements in agriculture, the study attempts to problematize 
the knowledge about nature in agriculture among a variety of human actors and how actors’ 
interests have come to be rearticulated to produce particular agro-environmental practices and 
landscapes.  
As a part of these historical analyses, I will examine the formation of a Fukuoka 
prefectural governmental program for conventional farmers and local residents to investigate rice 
paddy bugs in the mid-2000s as well as the follow-up national governmental program since 2007 
to plant ornamental flowers along farm fields in an administrative district in Fukuoka. The 
Fukuoka prefectural program of bug investigation was a confluence of a variety of historical 
projects by different human and non-human actors. Those multitudes of projects and actors 
included the emerging trend of international political economy toward trade liberalization and 
explicit agro-environmental policy with indirect subsidy to crop production (as opposed to direct 
price subsidy) as one acceptable policy measure, and government decentralization and rural 
revitalization governmental programs since the 1970s. Equally  important were emerging 
practices of alternative forms of agriculture away from heavy reliance of pesticides and chemical 
fertilizers due to food safety concerns, re-emerging interests of urbanites toward selective aspects 
of the rural, and continuing struggles of conventional farmers to economically maintain their 
farms. This research also aims to explore why these farmers participated in the programs and if 
their farming practices have changed at all. I will also critically interrogate the imaginaries of 
farmers, farmland nature, and the rural that undergirded this Fukuoka prefectural program to 
suggest its historical and nationalized shaping of this program. For the latter program of planting 
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ornamental flowers, the farmers and residents in Fukui administrative district chose to 
discontinue the bug investigation from 2008, and instead they selected this flower planting 
activity as a fulfillment of the program which also listed a bug investigation as an option. I will 
examine how and why local residents’ historical relations with particular forms of the farmland 
nature, such as flowers, did not provide enough incentives to carry on the bug investigation 
conducted in the previous three years that had attempted to arouse a particular relation to rice 
paddy creatures. I suggest how a historical role of ornamental flowers, the governmental 
program, and governmental and cultural practices of rural revitalization primarily facilitated the 
flower planting activity in this and some other participating districts. 
 
A Literature Overview 
 
A number of scholars have analyzed a variety of agro-environmental government 
programs which have become common primarily in “Western” countries since the 1970s. Yet, as 
I will suggest, these studies have been largely devoid of explicit theoretical engagements. For 
example, McHenry (1997), through interviews with farmers in Scotland, explored ways in which 
mostly sheep farmers make sense of nature. Part of the discussion was that farmers engaged in 
conservation efforts mainly for instrumental or economic reasons, such as subsidies and tourism 
(p. 1046). The economic motivation is confirmed by other studies of agro-environmental 
government schemes (e.g., reducing synthetic chemical pesticides and chemical fertilizers, 
planting hedges or trees, setting up nest boxes for birds, providing feeds for birds and mammals 
in winter) in European Union nations, United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand (e.g., 
Ahnström, Höckert, Bergeå, Francis, Skelton, and Hallgren 2008:41-42; Herzon and Mikk 
2007:20, 22; Siebert, Toogood, and Knierim 2006). Yet, “instrumental” or “economic” reasons 
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may be more complicated in that those “instrumental” reasons can also involve their concerns 
about, for example, well-being for their family/community/future generations. Thus, attending to 
likely multi-layered meanings that constitute “economic” motivations is important. Other 
“social” reasons can also be significant, according to Siebert et al (2006) who reviewed about 
160 studies on six EU member states and other countries for international comparisons to survey 
main rationales behind why farmers participate in biodiversity government policies. Those 
rationales included farmers’ desires to regain legitimacy as farmers in society as well as the role 
played by local farming community, neighboring farmers, social networks, and types of 
interactions with representatives of those policies (e.g., paternalism).  
 These studies also point out the importance of positive feedbacks to farmers, not being 
coerced (or voluntary participation), the ability of farmers to maintain a sense of 
“independence,” validation of their knowledge about production and nature. Farmers’ tendency 
to view land in a utilitarian way, moreover, often results in both their care for and pollution of 
the farmlands. Ahnström et al. (2008:40), for instance, cite a survey of conventional farmers in 
the United States which states that the vast majority feel close to the earth and manage land 
resources sustainably. At the same time, as the authors indicate, there is evidence of patterns of 
widespread pesticide and fertilizer use and how they, for example, travel into nearby creeks, 
oceans (creating “dead zones” without oxygen, thus marine life), and the drinking water (Ernst 
2009; Harrison 2011). Contradictory evidence exists, however, about how farm size, farm history, 
farmer age and education affect the farmers’ willingness to perform nature conservation actions 
(Ahnström et al. 2008:42). Younger and more educated farmers, for instance, tend to be more 
business-minded and more willing to try new farming practices, including more use of pesticides 
and conservation actions. Furthermore, McHenry (1997) suggests that farmers in part 
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appropriate increasingly popular and dominant conservationist discourse to frame some of their 
“good farming” practices when participating in agro-environmental schemes.  
 These studies, however, rarely account for broader historical and macro-structural forces, 
such as precarious economic conditions of farmers and a continuing discursive and material 
appeal of economic prosperity, that make “instrumental” decisions so attractive for farmers. 
They do not explicitly engage with theories, either. In fact, Siebert et al (2006) reported that 
primary research assumptions of many existing studies exploring farmers’ attitudes and practices 
in agro-environmental programs are those of neo-classical and rational-choice behaviors. The 
rational choice theory, in fact, appears to be one of the major theories in environmental sociology 
in Japan, according to Wakita (2009) who examined major approaches to environmental 
governance in contemporary Japanese environmental sociology. Based on the rational choice 
theory (Kollock 1998) and the Tragedy of the Commons thesis by Garrett Hardin in 1968, its 
major proponent and prominent sociologist, Harutoshi Funabashi, has extended a “social 
dilemma” theory to propose solutions of environmental problems in the 1990s and 2000s 
(Wakita 2009:7-8).9 It posits that it is necessary to construct a system, especially a set of policies, 
to restrict society’s ultimate self-destruction by facilitating business internalization of 
environmental costs. This is so because what is good for individual actors in short term might not 
be beneficial for other actors or society as a whole in longer term, as in the issues of nuclear 
waste disposal and climate change, for example. This approach has implications for my topic in 
that, as the reasoning goes, individuals and organizations, including the state, would be pursuing 
their own “rational” interests for pesticide use and a rice-paddy bug investigation because of the 
realization of negative consequences outweighing positive ones. However, this inquiry leaves out 
                                                           
9
 From: www.sanshiro.ne.jp/activity/01/k01/schedule/6_29a.htm (Accessed on May 31, 2014). 
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analyses of historical power relations, non-human actors, and ways in which actors, especially 
farmers, come to formulate and practice their “rational” interests and knowledge which likely 
change in particular contexts. I will pay much more attention to these context specific relations in 
my case study. 
 Some other studies on this topic have engaged more explicitly with concepts and theories. 
I will discuss just one study and another approach in Japanese environmental sociology that has 
an implication for my research here. I will incorporate the others in my discussions of the main 
theories that my research will rely on in the following section. Burton, Kuczera, and Schwarz 
(2008), for example, employed Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic capital to explore why 
voluntary agro-environmental government schemes in Germany and Scotland did not solicit 
farmers’ enthusiastic participation. The authors reasoned that it was because the plans did not 
involve tasks where farmers could show their skill to practice “good” farming to fellow farmers 
as, for example, in how their farm fields look aesthetically. Some other tasks similarly 
manifested in relatively small and complex ways (e.g., keeping wild flowers and grasses) such 
that farmers thought other fellow farmers did not recognize them from a roadside. Their study 
confirmed how governmental and farmers’ interests do not necessarily coincide. Yet, it seems 
that the research does not quite engage historically with how these relationships were produced 
or how explicitly analyzing socio-natural relationships may be critical in understanding the 
relationships among the government programs and farmers. 
 I want to discuss another major approach in Japanese environmental sociology that has an 
implication in my research (Wakita 2009:8-9). This approach, “Seikatsu Kankyō Shugi” (Life 
Environment Principle), is to examine the natural environment by foregrounding the living 
environment of local community actors through ethnography. Their empirical focus is rural 
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communities and their human actors’ daily practices which do not necessarily match up what 
more powerful actors, such as, the government, want them to do. The proponents have 
formulated this approach in part in reaction to what they call the “Modern Technological 
Principle” (Kindai Gijutsu Shugi) and the “Ecology Principle” (Shizen Kankyō Shugi). The 
former relies on modern technological solutions to environmental problems while the latter 
points to, as is often done by urban environmentalists, minimal human involvement in natural 
environment as the best solutions. This “Life Environment Principle” perspective opposes these 
approaches because they essentially render local actors one-dimensional actors who need outside 
help. In this sense, the proponents are also critical of macro structural analyses, which were 
popular in the 1960s and early 1970s, which conceptualized local actors as either passive victims 
or resisting actors (Matsuda and Furukawa 2003:213, 218).  
 Instead, the “Life Environment Principle” focuses on practices of local actors that, 
despite their structurally powerless position in society, subtly adjust and change social orders 
according to their often-hard-to-formalize or mundane logics in their living environment of their 
local communities. Seemingly following Clifford Geertz’s (1973) “thick descriptions,” it 
emphasizes the importance of taking into account the whole local community context to 
understand particular actions around natural environment even when conflicts ensue inside local 
communities. One example of the importance of the “internal logic” is that fishing rights in a 
village west of Lake Biwa in Japan used to be limited to the lowest economic strata in the village 
because this practice effectively ensured the livelihood for that group of villagers as well as 
sustainability of the fish population (Matsuda and Furukawa 2003:221). The proponents are, 
however, aware of poststructualist methods to decenter “authenticity” that these practices may 
embody. In fact, they use such methods to analyze outsiders’ projects (e.g., governments and 
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tourism), and they acknowledge that, as the relatively powerless, local communities have 
historically had to incorporate and appropriate the logics of the more powerful forces, such as 
government programs. But, they ultimately defend what “locals” decide to practice because they 
believe that the locals have nonetheless constructed their livelihoods out of their local totality of 
cultures, history, and nature in an unequal society (Matsuda and Furukawa 2003:226-34). In 
other words, they claim that poststructuralism, as a politics applied to local communities, would 
ultimately not only undermine local practices (it was unpopular to much of the local audience), 
but also it, as an analysis, would bring an “outside logic” (much like the above two approaches) 
to inappropriately intervene in the totality of local communities out of context, therefore 
becoming illegitimate as an analysis. 
 This perspective appears to parallel the recent development of “western” social theory in 
the same period of the 1980s and 1990s onwards, especially of a strand of postmodernism that 
stopped short of totally deconstructing agencies of “locals” that the authors were politically 
sympathetic to, as in the debates of “post-development” in development studies (e.g., Nederveen 
Pieterse 2000). On the one hand, I am sympathetic with their politics of being on the side of the 
relative powerless. On the other hand, their logic unwittingly creates an untenable dichotomy of 
“insiders” and “outsiders” with separate logics. That is the idea that local communities nurture a 
holistic worldview and set of practices that are quite different from those of “outsiders” 
(urbanites in particular). Yet, the analysis becomes rather segmented and decontextualized, 
thereby risking idealization and romanticization of the “local.” Thus, one’s analysis of a local 
community can recognize creativity and autonomous decision-making power, but it can also be 
critical of hierarchies and power dynamics within a given “local community” that is formed in 
inextricable, yet specific relations to the larger world. Moreover, this perspective does not 
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elaborate on the concrete processes through which local communities are shaped by larger social 
forces.  
 A closely related debate is the tension between the “universal” and “local” knowledge 
and practices. As Agrawal (1995) suggests, clearly demarcating the two types of knowledge 
neglects internal heterogeneity within each knowledge category and commonalities as well as 
interactions between the two categories of knowledge, as in how the supposedly “universal” 
knowledge of the government/science is also made “universal” despite its fragility, messiness, 
and selective appropriation of “local” knowledge. Similarly, distinctions among “types” of 
knowledge, such as “scientific, “local” and “managerial,” and “holders” of such knowledge 
(Siebert, Laschewski and Dosch 2008), while useful at one level, similarly risks valorizing and 
essentializing it.10 In my dissertation, I will suggest the knowledge of the bug investigations in 
Fukuoka is a hybrid of “local” knowledge of farmers, a government bureaucrat, a rising strand of 
modern scientific field called Integrated Pest Management (IPM) in the 1970s (Kiritani and 
Nakasuji 1977; Oyama 2000:106-107), a few academics of the local university, and a few other 
non-human actors, such as an instrument to measure bugs and certain charismatic non-human 
bugs. I will also indicate that the national government selectively incorporated this “local” 
method. Thus, I will demonstrate one way in which “local” knowledge became “national.”   
 In sum, I have selectively reviewed the existing literature on agro-environmental policy. 
On the one hand, it is important to examine a variety of farmers’ motivations and possibly multi-
layered meanings in “economic” reasoning to better understand their participation in agro-
                                                           
10
 “Managerial” knowledge is basically knowledge to hold a variety of actors together to pursue one’s goal, 
including social, political, communicative knowledge (Siebert, Laschewski and Dosch 2008:225, 226). The authors 
characterize the other two types of knowledge, scientific and local, in a narrow way. Scientific knowledge tends to 
control and standardize local conditions while local knowledge is less controlling and more flexible to local 
conditions. “Local” knowledge concerns local resource-use practices (p. 235). 
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environmental schemes. On the other hand, current literature tends to be a-theoretical. Thus, it is 
important to foreground theories and concepts in my analyses, especially those that take into 
account historical and macro-structural relations. Moreover, it is important to be aware of the 
politics of academic knowledge that would not completely undermine marginalized groups. But, 
it is also critical not to paint an idealized and romanticized picture of the “local” by examining 
historical power relations within and in relation to the “outside.” In part, it is one way to account 
for a constitution of the “universal.” 
 
Theoretical and Conceptual Frameworks 
 
In this section, I will briefly review and evaluate a number of not necessarily mutually 
exclusive perspectives that primarily shape my analyses although I will also introduce several 
concepts and theoretical frameworks, such as ecological modernization theory, “gaze,” and 
neoliberalism, in the following chapters to facilitate my argument (Barrett and Fisher. 2005; 
Forsyth 2003; Sismondo 2004; Tachikawa 2005). The theories and analytical frameworks that I 
will consider in this section are political ecology, the concepts of “regimes” and “projects,” 
productivism/post-productivism, actor-network theory and its focus on materiality and practice 
(with a discussion of “landscape”), and a (post-) phenomenological understanding of 
embodiment and senses. I will argue that these theories, centering on political ecology that 
employs concepts of “regimes” and “projects,” address agro-environmental knowledge formation 
and practices of conventional farmers in Itoshima city, Fukuoka.  
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Political Ecology 
 
First, political ecology essentially examines power relations among human actors in 
relation to the environment and unequal consequences for different social groups (Goldman and 
Turner 2011:6-11; Robbins 2004:5-7, 11-15). It interrogates political economic dimensions in 
terms of unequal access to resources and decision-making power which constitute ways in which 
social relations take shape in time and space.11 It also examines ways in which discursive and 
symbolic dynamics shape and get shaped by the political economic processes. It analyzes logic 
and categories in discourse regarding the discursive construction of “artificial” or relational 
boundaries of meanings (“what is” in relation to “what is not”) through history, politics, and 
power (Braun and Wainwright 2001). For example, I will trace historical representations about 
how certain bugs, pesticides (and their “safety”), and fertilizers in rice paddies have changed 
since the late 19th century in partial relation to changes in political economic and discursive 
arrangements in time and space. Those changes have been shaped by, for example, an attempt to 
secure high food productivity through “modern” governmental measures (e.g., mechanization, 
mono-culture, and infrastructure changes), liberalization of agricultural trade, declining farm 
crop prices, and the rise of “multifunctional” agricultural discourse (i.e., farming and farmlands 
have multiple functions other than producing food, such as temporarily holding water in rice 
paddies during a rainfall to minimize flooding and cooling down the area during summer).  
It is important to note that the working of discourse and symbolic meanings does not 
necessarily take overt forms of domination through coercions and sanctions, as Stuart Hall, 
                                                           
11
 Yliskylӓ-Peuralahti (2003), for example, relying on Henri Lefebvre’s theory of space as both material and 
symbolic as well as interviews and policy documents, analyzed Finnish application of the European Union's General 
Agricultural Environmental Protection Scheme and Finnish Biodiversity Action Plan in terms of its spatiality and 
concrete implementation practices. 
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following Antonio Gramsci, analyzed in the popularity of Thatcherism in the 1980s (Ekers and 
Loftus 2008:704). It can elicit populist consent from ordinary people through discourses in 
nurturing and voluntary tones, as in the case of agro-environmental government schemes and 
food safety. As Gramsci and Hall postulated, lived practices as well as other institutions and 
social relations are necessary for particular discourses and symbols to take hold. In the following 
chapters, I will probe, for example, how agro-chemical pesticides took hold in much of Japan 
and the Itoshima county in Fukuoka in post-Japanese empire era in the 1950s in tandem with a 
number of developments, including urban-rural economic and labor dynamics, introduction of 
American technologies, arrays of governmental and farmer organizations’ policies and practices, 
and farmers’ experiences with pesticides. 
 Moreover, a given discourse is not static or homogeneous. It is dynamic and different 
elements of interests and identities are open for rearticulation, as Antonio Gramsci and many 
others have argued (Moore 2005:11; Smith 1998). In the process, political ecology often 
foregrounds views and practices of often-ignored marginalized groups as alternatives. In my 
dissertation, for example, I will briefly probe how a number of conventional farmers in Fukuoka, 
through experimentations and struggles, formulated alternative rice farming practices in the 
1970s and 1980s which steered away from heavy reliance of pesticides. Some of these initiatives 
were led by a bureaucrat-turned farmer, author, and activist Yutaka Une (2001) and his Research 
Institute of Agriculture and Nature in Fukuoka which proposed “neo-agrarianism” that partially 
resurrected the early 20th century agrarianism which emphasized the critical importance of 
farmers and agriculture-based local communities. Part of their practices selectively became 
incorporated into agro-environmental government programs, such as “Agriculture’s Blessings” 
that involved bug investigations by farmers and local residents. The group of conventional 
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farmers I mainly observed in my fieldwork formed particular relations to these programs in 
which they did not necessarily and fully accept the official premise. In essence, the theory 
examines how power shapes knowledge production as well as dominance and alternative actions. 
 
“Regimes” and “Projects” 
 
I argue that political ecology can benefit from the concepts of “regimes” and “projects” 
because they provide an analytical coherence and historical specificity to a set of social relations 
in relation to the “natural” environment. Indeed, many scholars have used the concepts to 
understand how a coherent set of social relations of institutions, actors, power, politics, and 
discourses organized such acts as capital accumulation (Harvey 1989), food production and 
consumption (McMichael 2009), and waste (Gille 2010) in specific historical periods. While 
these renditions of “regimes” somewhat vary in their mechanisms, I refer the concept to a 
coherent set of socio-historical (and natural) relations of institutions, actors, power, policy, and 
discourses organized around particular spheres or objects, such as agro-environment, pesticides, 
and chemical fertilizers. I want to extend the concept into agro-environmental relations in 
Fukuoka, Japan since the late 19th century. That is to say, in my dissertation, “regimes,” despite 
numerous continuities, differ regarding international trade relations, scientific rationales 
underscoring agriculture (e.g., bugs in rice paddies, soil, pesticides, and fertilizers), logics of 
agricultural policy (e.g., incorporating concerns about food safety, rural revitalization, particular 
aspects of the rural environment), technologies of farming, and farmers’ embodied relations to 
specific creatures especially in and around rice paddies. 
While the concept of “regimes” goes well with macro scale patterns, I find the concept of 
“projects” more useful to make sense of specific strategies of social groups often at meso and 
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micro scale in the community. While McMichael (1996:26-27, 2004:xxxix), for example, uses it 
to analyze macro and global patterns (“a set of institutional and ideological relations constructed 
by powerful social forces” [1996:26]), Tsing (2000:329) does so by focusing on concrete actors 
who attempt to make different scales, especially the “global.” She similarly analyzes claims and 
their assumptions, institutional and power relations of what she calls “globalism,” or a variety of 
actions that project the commitment to the importance of the “global.” I will use this concept of 
“projects” to primarily refer to a historically specific set of discourses, social networks, politics, 
and activities to attain certain agro-environmental goals by a few groups of farmers in Fukuoka 
who in many ways challenged the dominant agro-environmental regime since the 1970s by 
creating alternative agro-environmental farming practices. In particular, I will focus on the work 
around Yutaka Une whose ideas and practices espoused “neo-agrarianism.” 
 
Productivism and Post-Productivism 
 
One of scholarly debates about the historical nature of agricultural policy has been the 
concepts of “productivism” and “post-productivism.” That is, it is about the extent and ways in 
which agricultural policy in many parts of the world may have shifted from “productivism” to 
“post-productivism” since the 1980s (Beus and Dunlap 1990; Evans, Morris, and Winter 2002; 
Goodman 2004; Tachikawa 2005). Productivism, in the context of the post-World War II world, 
encouraged productivity increase through intensified land use, mechanization, and reliance on 
synthetic agro-chemicals. Post-productivism, on the other hand, puts an emphasis on such 
matters as “qualities” of food, more traditional, sustainable farming through agro-environmental 
policy, and the growth of on-farm diversification of crops and off-farm employment, including 
agro-tourism. In Western Europe, these post-productivist characteristics manifested in a series of 
21 
 
reforms since the 1980s (Evans et al. 2002:314; Goodman 2004:3-4) partly as a result of pressure 
by a combination of consumer, environmental, and public health groups. Yet, these reforms were 
motivated more by pragmatic budgetary and trade pressures (Morgan, Marsden, and Murdoch 
2006:38-40). As I will discuss in the following chapters, these characteristics have been 
practiced in Japan. But, the ways in which they have come to be practiced requires attentions to a 
variety of forces and interests at work, continuities between the apparent dichotomy, and 
unevenness especially in supposed “post-productivist” farming practices. As Evans et al. 
(2002:316), Goodman (2004), and Watts and Goodman (1997:13-18) noted, these broad 
distinctions may not capture more complicated and uneven patterns and dynamics, for example, 
within/between nation-states, among sectors, and among citizens and farmers who may adopt 
some aspects of “post-productivism” just for its economic, or productivist, benefits. I will 
explore these questions in the case of Japan in general and one administrative district in Fukuoka 
in particular. 
 
Actor-Network Theory and the “Practice Turn” 
 
Fourth, the analytics of actor-network theory (ANT) and its focus on “practice” can 
complicate the pictures of political ecology and concepts of regimes and projects. ANT 
incorporates both human and non-human objects and entities as articulating relations in a 
particular temporality and spatiality (Braun 2006, 2008:670-71; Castree and MacMillan 2001; 
Holifield 2009; Law and Hetherington 2000). It sees the world as made up of “hybrids” or 
“quasi-objects” instead of dichotomizing nature and culture/society or objects and ideas because 
they come into existence through both “natural” or “inanimate” and “cultural/social” 
entanglements (also Nash 2005). Murphy (2007:156) similarly uses the concept of “prompt” to 
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refer to the influence of the “natural” onto the “social/cultural” without the sense of determining 
particular forms of the “social/cultural” while allowing agency of the “social/cultural” in relation 
to the “prompt” from the “natural.” Those “hybrids” are maintained and defined relationally or in 
association with other elements. Elements get enrolled into a particular network by “translating” 
their interests in sync with other entities in the same network. The “translation” is “to gain rights 
of representation, to speak for others and to impose particular definitions and roles on them” 
(quoted in Morris 2004:180, emphasis original)(also Holifield 2009). The network, “material 
configurations of the world” (Wehling 2006), or assemblages of humans, machines, animals, and 
others, vary in their stability, reach, and form. Similar to other perspectives based on post-
structuralism, moreover, power is conceptualized, not as the possession of actors, but as the 
generation in relation to other actors in a decentered manner (not from one center, or human as 
the primary actor divorced from the surrounding non-human “environment” [Nash 2005])(Munro 
2009; Murdoch 2006; Torfing 2009). They together come to constitute material and symbolic 
relations, without pre-determined or a priori relationships, and they may get destabilized or 
collapse by not being able to keep translating other interests fully into their actor-networks. The 
actor-networks are also made up of more than one logic, structure, sense, or nature (thus 
“multinatures” or multi-ontologies/worlds by different species)(Kirksey and Helmreich 
2010:553)(also Ong 2006:99-100; Clarke 2004). Moreover, these relational, co-evolutionary, 
emergent, and open-ended characters of the world can be termed an “ontology of becoming” 
through “mangling” or a “dance” of human and non-human agencies (Asplen 2008; Pickering 
2008a, 2008b). Yet, as late Jonathan Murdoch (2003:276) argued, when investigating “self” or 
identities in association with heterogeneous entities, a focus on humans (social categories, such 
as class and gender) is warranted in that those relations often serve to reinforce “social” state of 
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selfhood, and attention to those heterogeneous entities distracts the researcher from a fuller 
appreciation of the role of such selfhood in holding hybrid relations together. In addition, certain 
entities or actors have inherent qualities (e.g., most cows can turn grass into milk) that need to be 
taken into account (Jones 2003:293).  
Besides its overall attempt to overcome representationalist or cognitive accounts of 
reality by examining “practices” (Harris and Hazen 2009; Schatzki, Knorr Cetina, and von 
Savigny 2001; Wehling 2006), the most useful insight from ANT for my project is that it 
acknowledges forms of “agency” or even intentionality to non-human creatures and even 
inanimate objects that emerge relationally or “co-produce” each other (thus, for example, “social 
nature” [Goldman and Turner 2011:19]) and shape relationships in the world without necessarily 
ascribing intentions (Jones 2003:294, 295). Part of non-human actors is “landscape.” Landscape 
refers “both to the material form (human and nonhuman features) of the land and to the aesthetic 
standards and legacies through which people observe and know it” (Greenough and Tsing 
2003:15). As an embodiment of place and space, landscape gets constituted relationally or 
through material and symbolic power relations in and out of a particular “locality” (Massey 
1994; Hart 2006; Wylie 2007). 
As Kaljonen (2006) examined agri-environmental programs, such as fertilizer use and 
manure management, in contemporary Finland by using ANT, I will survey how bugs, plants, 
farm machines, and landscapes played their part in shaping agro-environmental knowledge and 
practices, including policy. One such player is “mushimiban” or a board used to observe bugs in 
a rice field (apparently 20,000 such boards were sold nationally just in 2005 [Une 2006]). In 
conjunction with rice plants, bugs, humans, and other inanimate actors, particular bugs in the 
“Agriculture’s Blessings” program were “found” and put into record at investigation sites, and 
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later analyzed in a booklet as indicative of particular farming practices/surrounding landscapes, 
such as being close to urban areas, where there are not many bugs in the first place. In this sense, 
mushimiban would be an example of an “immutable mobile” or a “technology” that captures, 
preserves, manipulates, and/or transports knowledge and materials independent of original 
contexts while enrolling new actors in other contexts (Graça n.d.:6; Latour 2005:223; Lockie 
2002:282; Sismondo 2004:67).12  
In addition, even when one recognizes the usefulness of non-predetermined relationships 
among actors and entities, some networks and relations are more likely than others. For this, one 
must take into account history and structures to understand the co-evolutionary nature of the 
relationships (e.g., Gille 2010; Roberts 2011). For example, as Tsutaya (2005:24, 25) 
acknowledges, much of Japan is more humid and warmer than much of Europe which creates 
particular natural dynamics and human interactions, and that indicates more “weeds” and bugs in 
farmlands. A disproportionate percentage of farmers is elderly and their numbers are declining. 
These and other socio-natural relations help create particular dynamics of humans and non-
humans (as well as landscapes)(also see Ōsawa, Ōkubo, Kusumoto, and Mineta 2008:16). 
 
Embodied Knowledge and Senses 
 
 Fifth, a part of the network constituting and constituted by agro-environmental 
knowledge and practices is the human body. The human body is constituted by physical mass, 
experiences, and senses (seeing, hearing, touching, smelling, tasting, aching and so on – thinking 
and feeling in and through one’s body)(Farquhar and Lock 2007; Hockey and Allen-Collinson 
2009; Porcello, Thomas, Meintjes, Ochoa, and Samuels. 2010; Smith 2007). A phenomenological 
                                                           
12
 In the words of Law and Hetherington (2000:39), the immutable mobile is a “network of elements that holds its 
shape as it moves” (italics original). 
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account of human bodies suggests that human experiences and knowledge are shaped by on-
going bodily and sensual activities in the world that are both non-cognitive and reflexive while 
being situated in space, place, and time (Coole 2007:415; Desjarlais and Throop 2011). The 
bodies also have the trait of “reversibility” (Maurice Merleau-Ponty’s term following Edmund 
Husserl’s idea). That is, bodies are equipped with both “exteriority” (the flesh and organs to be 
acted upon from outside) and “interiority” (the flesh and organs to act, sense, and 
experience)(Coole 2007:415-16; Obrador Pons 2003:55). In so doing, this account of human 
bodies attempts to blur the boundaries between nature/society, mind/body, reason/emotion, 
active/passive, and subject/object (Carolan 2008, 2009a:14). Further, non-rational or pre-
subjective aspects of human experiences, which can be called “affect,” could be part of the 
embodied experience that may be induced by a certain mood, tenor, or intensity of places and 
situations (Wylie 2007:214). As “post-phenomenology” contends, such bodily experiences and 
senses are shaped by cultures, including technologies (Hasse 2008). Hence, bodies are a part of 
shifting networks of human and non-human actors as well as broader socio-political and 
historical relations. This perspective, particularly with the actor-network theory, seems useful 
because as a “non-representational theory,” “‘more-than-human’ geographies (and by extension, 
sociologies),” and “multispecies ethnography,” it critiques the reduction of the world of 
experiences and relations to only texts or representations or humans and provides an 
understanding of practice and corporeal-based relations of the world (Kirksey and Helmreich 
2010; Kruks 2001; Lorimer 2005; Whatmore 2006; Wylie 2007:162-66).  
 In my dissertation, I will primarily explore how farm technologies changed conventional 
farmers’ bodily relations to rice paddies, including bugs, since the 1950s as a part of agricultural 
modernization. I will use the concept of “distance” to suggest a particular physical and social 
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space that agricultural modernization has brought to rice making in relation to farm landscapes 
and bugs.  
 
Methods 
 
 In this section, I will describe the methods with which I conducted my research, namely 
participant observation, interviewing a number of human actors, and analyzing primary and 
secondary documents. A triangulation of data helps increase the validity of the evidence.13 Let 
me spell out more details of each method and briefly reflect on a few other issues, specifically 
the relationship between theory and data, an advantage of ethnography, and power relations in 
my research.  
 First, I engaged in participant observation of conventional farmers in Fukui 
administrative district in Itoshima city, Fukuoka, and I stayed there from July 2010 to December 
2011 (see the fuller descriptions of the main fieldwork site in a subsequent section). I chose this 
location because this was one of the fourteen selected districts across Fukuoka prefecture where 
conventional farmers in those districts participated in the 2005-2007 “Agriculture’s Blessings” 
program by the Fukuoka prefectural government to investigate bugs in their rice paddies. As I 
will describe in the next chapter, informal bug investigations of rice paddies had been conducted 
at grassroots level since the 1970s, but this program was the first prefectural governmental agro-
environmental program to subsidize a bug investigation as a part of agro-environmental policy. It 
is important to situate it historically, structurally, discursively to understand these farmers’ 
experiences and decisions around rice paddy creatures and plants. Since 2008, moreover, they 
have taken advantage of a new voluntary national governmental program that included an 
                                                           
13
 “Validity” here means the more traditional definition of the correspondence between “words” or texts and 
“worlds” or things “out there” (Lawler 2008:47). 
27 
 
activity of ornamental flower planting around rice paddies in their district. I found the contact 
information of only this district on-line to acquire permission in advance for my fieldwork 
location. 
 In my fieldwork, one conventional farmer family generously allowed me to experience 
and learn their family farming (mostly vegetables and some rice). The head of the family in his 
mid-60s was a former Fukui agricultural district head when the “Agriculture’s Blessings” was in 
operation. He appeared to be the main contact person in the district for this project. I also helped 
his eldest son in his mid-30s and his colleague in his early 40s who had just finished one-year 
apprenticeship at this family’s farm. The other younger son, his colleague, and his wife also grew 
their own vegetables full-time, but I rarely interacted with them. I also participated in collective 
farming work of Fukui agricultural district to grow rice, including planting rice seedling, 
applying supplemental fertilizers by hand, and harvesting rice. Nearly 100 local land owners 
owned the rice paddies of about 33ha, and a small cooperative with several local representatives 
was set up in the mid-1990s to manage rice growing operation during and after the rice paddy 
infrastructure modernization project that consolidated small rice paddies into larger ones (see the 
next chapter). From the end of 2010, I regularly attended their monthly meetings of five board 
members who were local and land holders (3 were full-time farmers). I also attended some 
drinking activities with a number of these farmers and other residents. 
 I also participated in several activities of Fukui administrative district because, led by the 
district head and voluntarily participated by local residents of the district, they also organized 
activities of planting ornamental flowers along rice paddies under a national governmental 
program, Agricultural Land, Water, and the Environment Conservation and Improvement Policy 
since 2007. For this and other activities under this program, they officially had a name, Fukui 
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Kankyō wo Mamoru Kai (Fukui Group to Protect the Environment).14 Before going into the field, 
I was curious about what they meant by the “environment,” and it became clear in my fieldwork 
that their “environment” was the “living environment” of their neighborhood. 
 Similarly, I helped out a few other local farmers on occasion – both conventional and 
organic/natural farmers in Nijō in Itoshima city (see Figures 2 and 3 below for a map). In the 
case of a group of natural farmers, I regularly participated in their farming and their bi-monthly 
public workshops for a small fee although I decided not to include my observations in this 
dissertation due to time constraints (Matsuo 1993, 2005).15 At the same time, my experience with 
these farmers informs my analysis of the conventional farmers in that I gained concrete farming 
knowledge and practices of natural/organic farmers that I could implicitly compare and contrast 
with those of the conventional farmers. 
 Moreover, I conducted formal interviews with a number of people, including a rice 
department representative of the Fukuoka extension office (a prefectural government office that 
advises farmers on farming methods), a rice department representative of Nōkyō (the mainstream 
national farmer cooperative) in Fukuoka city, a rice department representative of Nōkyō in 
Itoshima city, four government employees of Itoshima city government (three were in the 
agriculture section and a local government liaison of the “Agriculture’s Blessings” program), and 
the president of Fuku Fuku no Sato, the farmer’s market in Fukui administrative district. I 
observed and interviewed most of these people through a snow-ball sampling method. 
                                                           
14
 Again, each administrative district (similar to the size of “neighborhood” with perhaps up to 150 or more 
households) typically has this official neighborhood association which regularly engage in a variety of neighborhood 
activities, such as organizing neighborhood festivals, picking up trash on public roads in neighborhoods, soliciting 
elderly volunteers to stand at neighborhood corners when elementary school children commute to and from their 
neighborhood schools.  
15
 These natural farmers follow a particular school of natural farming by Yoshikazu Kawaguchi, and they minimize 
the use of organic fertilizers and do not till the soil. They rarely use large machinery that many organic farmers do. 
They appear to be shaped very much by the New Age movement. See Kawaguchi (1990), for example.  
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 Next, I read a number of primary documents to understand official or organizational 
discourses, activities, plans, and associations among actors. They include rice growing calendar 
by Nōkyō in Itoshima city and Fukuoka city and the official booklet to report the results of the 
“Agriculture’s Blessings” program (Fukuoka Ken 2008). I also consulted numerous secondary 
documents, including Itoshima Shinbun (the only county/city wide local newspaper) since mid-
1950s, official publications about Itoshima and Fukuoka prefectural history, agriculture, and the 
conventional farmer cooperative (Nōkyō), books by Yutaka Une (e.g., 2001, 2006, 2010a) who 
was the intellectual force behind the “Agriculture’s Blessings,” and government surveys on 
opinions or awareness of the Japanese on relevant issues (e.g., on multifunctionality, food safety, 
and some results are mentioned in Nishio 2006:29; Nōrin Suisan Shiō 2008a:69; Soda, Sato, 
Oota, Takajima, and Taniguchi 2006:40). 
 Moreover, as an overall conceptualization of the relationship between theories and data, I 
have in mind the extended case method by Michael Burawoy (1991, 1998). It begins with an 
assumption that, as described above, researchers inevitably collect and see the “reality” in the 
data through a certain set of pre-existing concepts, theories, and assumptions. Unlike the 
positivist tradition which considers it as a “bias,” this is an explicit acknowledgment of an 
inevitable conceptual orientation of any social scientific research. It does not generalize 
relationships out of context as the positivist theorization tends to encourage, but rather it attempts 
to theorize specific relationships in concrete situations. Those pre-existing concepts and theories 
allow researchers to connect micro relations with transnational/macro relations. It lets them 
evaluate how specific situations in the research “fit” with theories. The ultimate goal of the 
extended case method is to find “anomaly” in observations so as to reconstruct the existing 
theories. As Lichterman (2002:125) points out, however, one risk of this type of theory-driven 
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research is that it is much easier to select some confirming evidence rather than to look for a 
diversity of people and situations that may disconfirm theories. The extended case method is 
nonetheless still useful to illuminate the importance of being reflexive about concepts and 
theories in making sense of the “reality.” 
 Participant observation or ethnography that I primarily relied on provides a unique 
vantage point to understand the issue for at least two reasons. First, it can help understand how 
“projects” and associations of actors take shape in a process as they happen. Second, an adage 
that attitudes are not necessarily the same as behaviors applies here. At least a few studies of 
agro-environmental programs in Western Europe have noted the gap and the importance of 
attending to the fact that action may not follow an interest (Ahnströn, Höckert, Bergeå, Francis, 
Skelton, and Hallgren 2008:41; Herzon and Mikk 2007:21). The reasons for the inconsistency 
between attitudes and behaviors are many, including lack of resources, social acceptance, or 
practical skills. Yet, ethnography can better address this inconsistency because it is a method of 
relatively long-term observations and interactions with research participants where the researcher 
can build relationships with participants and observe some of their daily activities, thereby being 
able to acquire a better sense of how and why they may act in their “natural” settings. My 
dissertation fieldwork occurred after the “Agriculture’s Blessings” program. But, interacting with 
a number of those former participants over one year allowed me to have a better sense of their 
lived experiences in farming and their daily lives, therefore providing me with more confidence 
to make sense of what they said about the program and of texts that describe this and the other 
program. 
 Finally, I would like to briefly reflect on just a few ways in which power may have 
operated in my fieldwork and dissertation more broadly. As many feminist scholars have noted 
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in the last few decades, power relations and one’s social positions or “standpoints” shape the 
research, especially between the researcher and the researched (e.g., Naples and Sachs 2000). 
The issues that are often interrelated include how “problems” get defined, who gets identified as 
credible knowers and who doesn’t, how interactions in research occur and how those interactions 
are interpreted, and how stories from the research get told for intended audience. In many 
occasions, for example, I acknowledge myself as the most powerful actor as the researcher of 
this project because, ultimately, I defined the issue and questions, selected social groups, 
communities, and individuals with whom I interacted, had the choice to leave the research sites 
if/when I wished, and primarily interpreted the meaning of the fieldwork and came up with the 
research narrative in the dissertation. My personal experience of growing up in Japan, academic 
training, and political experience clearly influenced my research questions and interests in 
farmers and farming as a marginalized occupation in Japan. As I will discuss in Chapter 3, I 
acknowledge that my interest in farming was partly shaped by historically and spatially specific 
interests in rurality and nature created by non-farming and urban populations in (post-
)industrialized society. I believe, however, the length of stay in the area helped me to appreciate 
local residents’ views and practices. Moreover, my gender as a man in a patriarchal society 
(besides my ethnicity, age, and being a university researcher from the United States) most likely 
helped me to access and to be taken more seriously by main research participants because the 
dominant farming space in Japan is marked as men’s space. From the first meeting with the all 
male representatives of Fukui administrative district to the daily operations of family farms and 
farm organizations and government agencies, men were in charge with a few exceptions where a 
few women were in relatively high status positions, as in Itoshima and Fukuoka governments. In 
my experience, female farmers worked with their husbands, as part-time employees at local 
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farms, or worked independently in small-scale operations without much mechanization (often 
organic/natural farming). My observations were primarily men’s farm activities, but I was able to 
talk to some female conventional farmers. As I suggest in the following chapters, moreover, I did 
not observe any significant gender differences among conventional farmers in their relation to 
the farmland landscape and other non-human actors. Lastly, I did not observe or talk to all the 
local residents in Fukui administrative district, and my observations and interactions were shaped 
by the snowballing method or the social networks of local farmers and residents. Thus, I 
acknowledge that my experience tends to reflect that of people who tended to occupy important 
positions in the district.16 
 
 
Why is this study important? What might be my contributions? 
 
Here, I would like to discuss five ways in which this study attempts to make contributions 
in part by restating some of the points above. First, relatively few studies on this precise topic 
exist from the theoretical perspectives of my study (except, for example, Kaljonen [2006] on 
Finland and Burgess, Clark, and Harrison [2000] and Morris [2004] on England, all relying on 
ANT). There are numerous academic and non-academic studies on agriculture and the 
environment in Japan in Japanese and some in English. There are even some academic studies on 
agriculture and farmers’ movements in this region in Japan (e.g., Satō 2005; Sota and Suehara 
2005). But, the existing studies on the topic in this locality are largely devoid of explicit 
engagement with theories and concepts. As Calhoun (1995) and others have argued, no pure 
facts or empirical evidence exists. Quite the contrary, facts and evidence are necessarily 
embedded in or interpreted with some form of theories and concepts. In this sense, foregrounding 
                                                           
16
 In addition, I acquired a research permission from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at University of Illinois 
regarding the human subjects in my research. 
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theories and concepts is critical. This study explicitly, if selectively, engages with theories, such 
as actor-network theory, poststructural, and political ecology perspectives that not many studies 
on this topic in this geographic area seem to have engaged with. I believe these perspectives and 
the methods (ethnography, interviews, and some archival research) would allow more 
complicated analyses on the subject in part because part of my approach will pay partial attention 
to ways in which particular knowledge emerges and gains legitimacy, or not, through (human) 
actors’ practical engagement with the world that they encounter in their daily lives (Schatzki, 
Knorr Cetina, and von Savigny 2001; Wehling 2006; Wolcott 1999). 
 Second, my research contributes to the existing studies on this theme that I discussed 
earlier in the chapter. Those studies posed questions about why farmers join agro-environmental 
governmental programs. I will also engage with a few aspects of the politics of knowledge 
regarding the distinctiveness of the “local” knowledge (in relation to “universal” one) and how 
poststructuralism is an important tool for any knowledge (in contrast to the proponents of 
“Seikatsu Kankyō Shugi” or “Life Environment Principle”). Third, the study will also address the 
tensions between productivism and post-productivism in light of the criticisms discussed above 
(Evans et al. 2002; Goodman 2004), including the ways of transition from productivism to post-
productivism. This case of Japan has not been paid the same degree of attention as the United 
States or Western Europe.  
Fourth, Japan has been trying to grapple with the concrete applications of “preserving the 
environment and biodiversity” in agriculture since the early 1990s. This is considered to be a 
relatively new area and way of thinking that Japan has tackled. This also means that the topic is 
understudied. As described in the next chapter, this particular case in western Japan with a short 
history of direct government payment for “environmental conservation” agriculture especially 
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based on bug investigations has become a part of a national model toward agriculture that tries to 
preserve biodiversity in farmlands. This region, if not this particular locality, also has a history of 
organic/reduced agricultural chemical movement by farmers (Satō 2005; Sota and Suehara 2005). 
In this sense, understanding the dynamics in this locality might not only be interesting in itself, 
but also indicative for other locations in the country. This would also be another way to gauge 
the degree to and way in which Japan is “environmentally friendly” and efficient (something 
Japan may be known for) and to assess the extent to which Japan failed to be “sustainable” in a 
deeper sense, in a sense similar to the criticisms of “ecological modernization” that I will explore 
in the following chapters. 
Finally, while I understand the importance of the “environmental conservation” 
agriculture promoted by the Japanese government, I would like to demonstrate how power is 
constitutive of the process and therefore to politicize some non-politicized aspects of agro-
environmental and pesticide policies. That may help create some room, at least conceptually, for 
other (and already existing) possibilities of thinking about and practicing “environmentally 
sustainable agriculture” with attention to social justice. While I will not outline what it looks like 
in a substantial sense, I believe “environmentally sustainable” agriculture which is informed by 
social and global justice is ultimately a critical part of food production system and world in the 
future, especially given the possibilities of future world ecological catastrophes and resource 
scarcities. Farmers and those who are involved in food production and distribution also deserve 
fair treatment for their well-being, such as wages and protection from toxic materials, as a part of 
“food justice” (Gottlieb and Joshi 2010). Some others call such a project “food sovereignty.” It 
secures quality and culturally grounded food for the population in Japan and the world alike 
(Altieiri 2009; Badgley, Moghtader, Quintero, Zakem, Chappell, Avilés-Vázquez, Samulon, and 
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Perfecto 2007; McMichael 2009; Patel 2008; Pretty 2009; Thrupp 2000). Either way, the critical 
question is who defines the term and how it gets practiced. I will examine just a few aspects of 
this process in my case study and come back to this vision of “environmentally sustainable 
agriculture” combined with transnational social justice in the conclusion chapter. 
 
 
An Overview of Itoshima City, Fukuoka: Demography, Geography, and Agriculture 
 
 In this section, I would like to sketch an overview of demography, geography, and 
contemporary agricultural patterns in the last several decades in Itoshima county/city at the 
northwestern edge of Fukuoka prefecture bordering with Saga prefecture to the west in Kyūshū 
region in western part of Japan (see Figure 2). With the latest round of major consolidations of 
towns and cities across Japan, Itoshima changed its designation from a county to a city on 
January 1, 2010, by merging two towns (Shima and Nijō) and one city (Maebaru). Maebaru city 
had been part of Itoshima county since 1896, but it became independent as a new city in 1992 
until the 2010 merger.17 Itoshima city had the total population size of nearly 98,500 in 2012 (see 
Figure 3) and the land size of 216.15km2 or 83.456mi2 (for a comparison, the cities of 
Champaign and Urbana are 22.46 mi2 and 11.69mi2, respectively).18 It faces an ocean to the north 
and a mountain range in the south. Farmlands are typically located in the plain areas in between. 
The weather is relatively mild in the winter, with the average temperature between 1981 and 
2010 (both high and low) being 42.6F in January. The summer is hot and humid with an average 
                                                           
17
 From: https://ja.wikipedia.org/wiki/%E7%B3%B8%E5%B3%B6%E9%83%A1 (Accessed on December 3, 2013). 
18
 From: http://www.city.itoshima.lg.jp/uploaded/life/9220_24188_misc.pdf and Heisei 24 Nendo Ban Itoshima Shi 
Tōkei Hakusho (The 2012 Itoshima City White Paper) 
http://www.city.itoshima.lg.jp/uploaded/life/9220_24188_misc.pdf. P. 69 (Accessed on July 30, 2013). 
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August temperature of 80F.19 Slight and occasional snow in winter does not accumulate in the 
plain areas, while high temperatures in summer can reach 95F.  
 
Figure 2: Major Cities and Counties 
(“Gun” in Japanese) in Fukuoka 
Prefecture20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3: Itoshima City Map (since merged in January 1, 2010)21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
19
 From: http://ja.wikipedia.org/wiki/%E7%A6%8F%E5%B2%A1%E7%9C%8C#.E6.B0.97.E5.80.99 (Accessed on 
July 30, 2013). 
20
 From: http://www2s.biglobe.ne.jp/~f_imai/fmap.html (Accessed on July 27, 2013). This map refers to 
administrative categories immediately before 2010 when three municipalities of Itoshima county (Shima and Nijō 
towns) and Maebaru city formed Itoshima city at the western tip of Fukuoka prefecture, as in Figure 2.  
21
 From: http://www.city.itoshima.lg.jp/site/prof-en/ (Accessed on July 27, 2013). 
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 A  highway and a railroad, as well as numerous one- and two-lane streets, connect 
Itoshima city to one of the most populous Japanese cities, Fukuoka city. Fukuoka city lies just 
east of Itoshima city and had nearly 1.5 million inhabitants in 2012.22 An hour train ride can take 
you from the western edge of Itoshima city to the heart of Fukuoka city. Itoshima city, especially 
Shima and Nijō, is known for its natural beauty and related businesses, due partly to the modest 
level of industrial and residential development. Out of the city area of 216.15km2 or 83.456mi2, 
the agricultural land consisted of 60.36 km2 (28%) in 2010 whereas the residential area 
encompassed only 7% (45% for forests and 19% for other uses).23 When you enter Nijō 
(22.035mi2)24 from Fukuoka city, moreover, it is striking to witness the spread of rice fields, 
which sometimes come with the accompanying smell of manure. Not surprisingly, this area, 
especially Nijō and Shima, is often seen as “underdeveloped.” One urban resident from a major 
city, Kitakyūshū in Fukuoka prefecture, who knew the local area told me that Nijō is 
underdeveloped without many tall buildings and businesses, “…Up until Maebaru, it’s 
developed…” (field note, December 2, 2010). 
 In 2005, over 10% of the Itoshima county and Maebaru city populations (current 
Itoshima city) worked in the primary sector (5.1% nationally) whereas 19% and 70% were 
employed in the secondary and tertiary sectors, respectively.25 However, the primary sector 
generated smaller portion (4.6%) of Gross Domestic Product of the municipalities in 2009 
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 From: 
http://www.city.fukuoka.lg.jp/soki/tokeichosa/shisei/toukei/jinkou/tourokujinkou/TourokuJinko_machibetu.html 
(Accessed on July 30, 2013). 
23
 From: http://www.city.itoshima.lg.jp/site/prof/jinkou20110727.html (Accessed on July 30, 2013). From: 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Urbana,_Illinois and https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Champaign,_Illinois (Accessed on 
August 9, 2013). 
24 From: https://ja.wikipedia.org/wiki/%E4%BA%8C%E4%B8%88%E7%94%BA (Accessed on August 9, 2013). 
25
 From: http://www.city.itoshima.lg.jp/site/prof/jinkou20110727.html and 
http://www.stat.go.jp/data/kokusei/2005/sokuhou/03.htm (Accessed on July 30, 2013). 
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(declining from 5% in 2005 and 6.2% in 1996).26 The service industry as a whole still generated 
the largest value with 24.3% of its GDP in 2009 (increasing from 23.2% in 2005 and 20.2% in 
1996). Not surprisingly, the farming population has been declining at least in the last two 
decades (see Table 1). The numbers of “farm households for a living” (i.e., “full-time” and “part-
time” farm households) in 2010 shrank to a mere 25% of the 1950 number. For the full-time 
farm households in 2010, it was 15% of 1950. Interestingly, only the households which farm for 
self-sufficiency (households that cultivated farmlands of smaller than 30a or earned less than half 
a million yen [approximately $5,000] from farming in the previous year) have modestly 
increased in the same period. In Nijō town at the western edge of Itoshima where I observed a 
number of farmers, the trend similarly shows the decline of the number of all farm households 
(full-time, part-time, and self-sufficient combined) from the year 1965 (1,290) to 1985 (845) to 
2000 (571)(Nijō Machi Shi Henshū Iinkai 2005a:420). As to the number of self-sufficient farm 
households in Nijō town, the available years in 1990 (123) and 2000 (103) indicate a similar 
decline during the same period. 
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 From Heisei 24 Nendo Ban Itoshima Shi Tōkei Hakusho (The 2012 Itoshima City White Paper) 
http://www.city.itoshima.lg.jp/uploaded/life/9220_24189_misc.pdf. P. 93 (Accessed on July 30, 2013). 
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Table 1: Numbers of Farm Households in Itoshima County/City, 1950-201027 
Year Total (“Self-
Sufficiency” 
+ “Farmers 
for a Living”) 
For Self-
Sufficiency* 
Farmers for 
a Living 
(“Full-Time” 
and “Part-
Time 
Farmers”)** 
Full-Time 
Farmers*** 
Part-Time 
Farmers**** 
1950***** N/A N/A 6,938 3,615 3,323 
1963***** N/A N/A 6,449 1,952 4,497 
1990 3,618 493 3,125 689 2,436 
1995 3,137 431 2,706 592 2,114 
2000 2,870 467 2,403 551 1,852 
2005 2,661 634 2,027 545 1,482 
2010 2,425 (67% 
of 1990) 
684 (1.39 
times more) 
1,741 (25% 
of 1950) 
545 (15% 
of 1950) 
1,196 (36% 
of 1950) 
*Farm households which cultivated farmlands of smaller than 30a or earned less than half a million yen 
(approximately $5,000 if $1 is 100 yen) from farming in the previous year. 
**Households owning over 30a of farmlands or earned over half a million yen from farming in the previous year, or 
all the full-time and part-time farmers of the two columns to the right. 
***Farm households that worked fewer days or earned less from non-farming work than either of part-time farm 
households  in the previous year. 
****Farm households in which a household head worked for more than 30 days for non-farming work in the 
previous year, or farm households that earned more than 150,000 yen (or $1500) in the previous year from non-
farming work. 
*****See Itoshima Shinbun (1965a) 
 
 
The decline of agriculture in general is also evident in two other sets of statistics 
nationally and Itoshima-wise, those regarding the farming areas (from 1969 to 2010) and gross 
agricultural production (from 1990 to 2006)(Tables 2 and 3). In addition, Table 4 suggests the 
uneven decline of farm households in Nijō town from 1965 to 2000 depending on the farm size. 
The largest loss was noted in those farm households operating 1.5 to 2ha (22% of 1965 in 2000) 
whereas the larger farms have either lost their numbers modestly (63% of 1965 in 2000 for 2-3ha 
size farms) or even increased their numbers (7.86 times more in 2000 than 1965 for over 3ha 
size). In other words, these numbers suggest a concentration of farmlands (especially rice) in 
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 From Heisei 24 Nendo Ban Itoshima Shi Tōkei Hakusho (The 2012 Itoshima City White Paper) 
http://www.city.itoshima.lg.jp/uploaded/life/9220_24191_misc.pdf. P. 97 (Accessed on July 30, 2013). The figures 
include those of Maebaru city between 1992 and 2009 when they were independent from Itoshima county. 
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fewer hands of large farmers who have enough resources, such as expensive equipments, to 
manage it. This goes along with historical governmental policy since the 1960s to create larger 
farm operations (see next chapter for a history). The Fukui administrative district, producing rice 
(70% of the agricultural fields) and vegetables and fruits (more time spent and more revenues), is 
located near the western edge of Nijō and Itoshima city, and it covers an area with nearly 1,000 
residents, including almost 100 full-time and part-time farmers.  
Table 2: Changes in Agricultural Land Sizes, 1969-201028 
 
Years Type of  
Land Use 
National Fukuoka 
Prefecture 
Itoshima 
County 
Nijō Town 
1969 Rice Paddies 3,441,000* 98,000 4,800 920 
Other Farm 
Fields** 
2,411,000 29,300 2,430 535 
1990 Rice Paddies 2,846,000 
(82% of 
1969) 
80,200 (81%) 4,150 (86%) 787 (85%) 
Other Farm 
Fields 
2,397,000 
(99%) 
25,100 
(85.7%) 
1,410 (58%) 329 (61%) 
2000 Rice Paddies N/A N/A 3,130*** 602 
Other Farm 
Fields 
N/A N/A 707 158 
2005 
 
Rice Paddies N/A 
 
N/A 
 
2,975 
 
609 
Other Farm 
Fields 
N/A N/A 577 124 
2010 Rice Paddies N/A N/A 2,774 511 
Other Farm 
Fields 
N/A N/A 567 121 
*all in ha 
**Including lands for vegetables, fruits, and pastures. 
***The numbers in 2000, 2005, and 2010 do not include lands by farm households for self-sufficiency. 
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 From: Heisei 24 Nendo Ban Itoshima Shi Tōkei Hakusho (The 2012 Itoshima City White Paper) 
http://www.city.itoshima.lg.jp/uploaded/life/9220_24191_misc.pdf. P. 104, 107 (Accessed on July 30, 2013) and 
Itoshima Nōgyō Kyōdō Kumiai (1995:126). All measured on August 1. 
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Table 3: Gross Production of Agriculture in Itoshima County, 1990-2006*29 
 
Year Total Rice Wheat 
Variety 
Vegetables Fruits Flowers Other 
Crops 
Stock Farming 
1990 164 35.6 3.6 36.7 15.4 11.7 4.0 57.1 
1995 169.3 38.4 1.7 43.9 13.3 27.7 3.5 40.9  
2000 164.3 27.6 2.5 42.5 7.7 36.3 2.7 45.1  
2006 159.5 20 2.4 45.3 6.3 34.3 1.8 49.7 
*In U.S. dollar ($1=100 Japanese yen); in millions 
 
Tables 4: The Number of Farm Households Based on Farm Size in Nijō Town, 1965-2000 (in 
ha)* 
       Farm Size 
Year 
≥ 0.5 0.5 — 1.0 1.0 — 1.5 1.5 — 2.0 2.0 — 3.0 3.0 ≤ 
1965 399 337 249 199 99 7 
1975 378 257 175 153 138 41 
1985 242 194 138 93 112 66 
1995 187 141 100 54 68 60 
2000 188 
(47% of 
1965) 
 145 (43%) 78 (31%) 43 (22%) 62 (63%) 55 (7.86 
times 
more) 
* Nijō Machi Shi Henshū Iinkai (2005a:420). The exact demarcation points from one category to another is unclear 
(e.g., which category 0.5ha belongs to). 
 
Chapter Overviews 
 Finally, I will briefly describe the following chapters and restate my main argument. In 
Chapter 2, I will first lay out a short history of agro-environmental regimes in Japan primarily 
since the end of the Japanese empire in the mid-20th century. Specifically, I will address the 
following. First, I will trace the historical development of Japanese agricultural policy and 
farming, focusing primarily on rice, since the 1940s with the focus on the transnational and 
domestic political economy. It is an overview of the “productivist” agriculture that has heavily 
shaped the two dominant agro-environmental regimes in the last sixty years. Second, I will 
examine a historical development of how socio-natural relations have taken shape around 
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 From Heisei 24 Nendo Ban Itoshima Shi Tōkei Hakusho (The 2012 Itoshima City White Paper) 
www.city.itoshima.lg.jp/uploaded/life/9220_24191_misc.pdf. P. 117 (Accessed on July 31, 2013). 
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pesticides to manage food production and pests/crop diseases in farmland, especially in the last 
several decades in Japan. Pesticides have been one of the central components, or non-human 
actors, in modern conventional agriculture even under the “environmental conservation 
agriculture” that I will explore in a subsequent section. Thus, in this section, I will mostly 
highlight continuities over two overlapping regimes – what I call the “nature-subduing 
agriculture” roughly from the mid-1940s to the 1980s and the “environmental conservation 
agriculture” since the 1980s (with overlapping years)(see the following chapters, especially 
Table 5 in Chapter 2 & Table 9 in Conclusion Chapter, for main characteristics). I will likewise 
suggest how pesticide use in the 1950s and 1960s inadvertently facilitated an emergence of 
alternative forms of farming practices, such as reduced pesticide farming and organic farming 
nationwide that often explicitly enrolled non-human actors in rice paddies. Given the centrality 
of pesticides in the contemporary agro-environmental regimes, it is worth examining their 
trajectory in some detail. I will also discuss how farmers’ contemporary practices around 
pesticides do not necessarily match the official rules and strategies for farmer safety and suggest 
that different socio-natural relations are taking place. Instead, I argue that a higher priority has 
been put on food “safety” for consumers, not farmers’ environmental health. At the same time, 
this “food safety” based on pesticide residues, I suggest, is on a contested scientific ground and 
not strictly enforced. These discrepancies indicate the messiness of socio-natural relations under 
any given regime. Third, I will also show how a historical creation of the “Environmental 
Conservation Agriculture” regime, which has largely focused on the reduction of “environmental 
negatives” especially from pesticides and fertilizers, has been still oriented toward 
“productivism,” and closely parallels the ecological modernization model based on the “balance” 
between economic and ecological logics. In part, I will illustrate from my fieldwork how the 
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materiality and technology of new “hybrid” organic and chemical fertilizers have partly 
promoted the “environmental conservation agriculture.” I will similarly suggest how organic 
agriculture and food have been largely incorporated into the “environmental conservation 
agriculture” regime since the 1980s. 
 In Chapter 3, I will historically trace the socio-natural regimes of bugs and pesticides in 
Fukuoka prefecture. This historical analysis will help account for the particular socio-natural 
networks encouraged by the “Agriculture’s Blessings” program in Fukuoka in 2005-2007 in the 
following chapter. First, I will trace shifting socio-natural regimes of bugs in rice paddy fields 
from the Edo period (1603-1868) to the 1970s in Japan with some examples from Fukuoka 
prefecture. Second, I will portray the “nature-subduing” agricultural regime in Itoshima city from 
the 1940s to the 1970s. Third, I will show how a new regime of agriculture, one which has been 
constituted by particular sets of farm technologies since the 1950s, has created a distinct physical 
and social distance between farmers and farmlands, especially rice paddies. Fourth, since the 
mid-1970s, agencies of humans and non-humans, including a “bug board,” have shaped a 
partially new regime of socio-natural relationships in rice paddies in several locations in 
Fukuoka prefecture, including Itoshima. In so doing, I will foreground the work of Yutaka Une, 
a Fukuoka prefectural government extension officer, who came to play a central role in a 
grassroots movement of many conventional farmers in this period.  
 In Chapter 4, I will examine the 2005-2007 “Agriculture’s Blessings” program that was 
promulgated by Fukuoka prefectural government. It was a policy based on the new socio-natural 
relationships cultivated by Une’s group in previous few decades. It produced limited and uneven 
rearticulations of socio-natural relationships among farmers and non-human actors in rice 
paddies in different participating districts across Fukuoka. More specifically, I will first examine 
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socio-historical contexts in which this program emerged. Namely, those contexts were relative 
decentralization of governmental power and industries from Tokyo to provincial regions since 
the 1960s, the gradual emergence of the rural as a place and space of leisure, nature, and 
nostalgia especially for the urbanites since the same era, and the village revitalization 
movement/economic development since the 1980s. Then, I will explore how and why the 
program was able to enroll participants in at least eight of the fourteen districts that I was able to 
interview, with a particular focus on Fukui administrative district. I will also analyze how these 
farmers’ continuing sense of “ordinary” socio-natures, a set of “wild” plants more specifically, in 
their living spaces is shaped by a series of previous regimes of knowledge and practices that are 
partially aligned with these more recent agricultural regimes in the last several decades. Finally, I 
will account for why most conventional farmers have participated in Une’s project only 
marginally partly by examining the broader political economic relations in that period.   
 In Chapter 5, I aim to examine two issues. First, I will probe aspects of a national policy, 
Nōchi, Mizu, Kankyō Hozen Kōjō Taisaku (Agricultural Land, Water, and the Environment 
Conservation and Improvement Policy) from 2007 to 2011 which immediately followed (in fact, 
overlapped with) the “Agriculture’s Blessings.” In particular, I will focus on the most popular 
activity option of this program, planting ornamental flowers (among other options, including a 
bug investigation), in order to sketch out historical relationships between farmers/residents and 
flowers/plants in farmland areas in the Fukui district. My analysis aims to shed light on another 
aspect of the shifting, yet partially enduring regimes of socio-natures in farmlands. Second, I will 
compare and contrast Une’s neo-agrarian project with the national and prefectural agro-
environmental government regime of “environmental conservation agriculture” to illustrate how 
the latter only selectively incorporated Une’s project. At the same time, I will critically examine 
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how Une conceptualizes conventional farmers’ understanding of nature and suggest a close 
affinity between “culturalist” conceptualization and that of the nationalized and a-historical 
understanding of socio-natures in Japan at the turn of the last century that emerged in the midst 
of national identity crisis. In other words, both projects shared the underlying conceptualization 
of nationalized and a-historical socio-natures and the times of “national crises.” I argue that it 
was part of the appeal of Une’s project because the conceptualization of socio-natures has been 
part of the hegemony for the last century. In contrast, I propose a de-nationalized, more 
fragmented, and historicized understanding of socio-natural relationships and regimes among 
different human and non-human actors in farmlands.   
 My overall argument of this dissertation is that the relationships of human/non-human 
actors, discourses, and institutions (that is, regimes and projects) around rice paddies, have 
shifted over time (e.g., “nature-subduing agriculture” and “environmental conservation 
agriculture”). Some parts, such as “productivism” and “traditional” relations to “wild” flowers 
around rice paddies, have endured, sometimes in the margins. To explain these forms and shifts, 
one has to take into account a variety of relationships, including non-human actors, social 
networks, political economies, geopolitics (colonialism and war), and international relations as 
well as domestic political priorities and the Tokyo-provincial relationships. In particular, 
pesticides, fertilizers, and rice paddy insects and plants have historically become key players in 
these relationships. At the same time, I emphasize the critical importance of the macro-structural 
relationships of political economy in what has taken shape in Fukui, Itoshima, and Fukuoka over 
the recent decades. Interactions of different actors, such as pesticides, farmers, and bugs co-
produced grassroots projects for alternative agriculture that tried to reduce the levels of poison 
and use of pesticides as well as usage of chemical fertilizers for farmer health and food safety. In 
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the process, for example, many farmers’ definition of “harmful bugs” changed so that they, by 
their existence, did not necessarily carry the stigma previously associated with them. Yet, there 
was unevenness among conventional farmers’ enrollment of different human and non-human 
actors probably due to the varying extent to which rice accounts for their revenues, and because 
of particular social networks they were associated with. Thus, Fukui administrative district 
farmers participated in the “Agriculture’s Blessings” program due in large part to economic 
benefits that help their lives financially as well as for maintaining rice paddies that their families 
have inherited. Their close relationship with the local government officials who were mandated 
to recruit for the program participants was another reason. Yet, rice had become a secondary 
crop in this and many other districts nationwide due to its oversupply and falling prices, and the 
collapsed rice paddy ridges and collectivization of rice making significantly reshaped farmers’ 
relations to rice paddies.  Finally, the regime of “environmental conservation” agriculture 
continues to be “productivist,” and this politically moderate project parallels the normative 
commitment of the ecological modernization theory. 
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CHAPTER 2  
 
A HISTORY OF AGRO-ENVIRONMENTAL REGIMES IN JAPAN  
SINCE THE MID-1940S 
 
 
Introduction 
 
In this chapter, I will lay out a short history of agro-environmental regimes in Japan 
primarily since the end of the Japanese empire in the mid-20th century by relying largely on the 
secondary literature and partly on my own fieldwork. Specifically, I will address the following: 
(1) the historical development of Japanese agricultural, primarily rice, policy and farming since 
the 1940s with the focus on the transnational and domestic political economy. The primary aim is 
to sketch out an overview of the “productivist” agriculture that lies behind two dominant agro-
environmental regimes in the last sixty years; (2) the historical development of socio-natural 
relations around pesticides to manage food production and pests/crop diseases in farmlands, 
especially in the last several decades in Japan. In this section, I will mostly highlight continuities 
over two overlapping regimes – what I call, the “nature-subduing agriculture” roughly from the 
mid-1940s to the 1980s and the “environmental conservation agriculture” since the 1980s (see 
Table 1 in conclusion of this chapter for main characteristics). I will likewise suggest how and 
why pesticide use in the 1940s to 1960s in particular inadvertently facilitated the emergence of 
alternative forms of farming practices, such as “reduced” pesticide farming and organic farming 
that often explicitly enrolled non-human actors in rice paddies in many parts of the nation. I will 
explore this change in Fukuoka prefecture further in the next chapter. Given the centrality of 
pesticides in the contemporary agro-environmental regimes, it is worth examining their trajectory 
in some detail. I will also discuss how the discourse of “reduced” pesticides has been used to 
indicate food “safety” despite the ambiguity of what “reduced” entails and some evidence 
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against its “safety” under the current pesticide residue system. Further, I will examine how 
farmers’ contemporary practices of pesticides may not necessarily match the official rules and 
strategies based on my fieldwork. It is to underscore the importance of taking into account, in 
particular, “practical” realities or logics of human actors in relation to materiality of farmlands; 
(3) a historical creation of the “environmental conservation agriculture” regime which has 
largely focused on the reduction of “environmental negatives” especially from pesticides and 
chemical fertilizers. It has been still oriented toward “productivism,” and has had close parallels 
to the ecological modernization model based on the “balance” between economic and ecological 
logics. In part, I will illustrate from my fieldwork how the materiality and technology of new 
“hybrid” organic and chemical fertilizers have promoted the “environmental conservation 
agriculture.” I will similarly suggest how organic agriculture and food have been largely 
incorporated into the “environmental conservation agriculture” regime since the 1990s. 
My overall argument in this chapter is the following. Particular transnational and 
domestic political economic arrangements have partly produced two somewhat overlapping 
dominant “productivist” agricultural regimes in Japan since the 1940s (I will detail local 
conditions in Itoshima further in the next chapters). The first regime, or what I call “nature-
subduing agriculture,” relied on industrialized agricultural discourse and strategies emerging at 
that time to achieve highest short-term productivity of crop output. It promoted high inputs of 
synthetic pesticides, chemical fertilizers, and “modern” agricultural machines and infrastructures 
that were made possible by socio-natural relations of institutions, policies, strategies of 
compliance including technologies (e.g., rice production calendars and pesticide application 
workshops), discourses, and a variety of human and non-human actors. It was partly to 
chemically eliminate what was considered “harmful” in the process of rice production with the 
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use of machinery and dominant science at that time. In turn, synthetic pesticides and chemical 
fertilizers in particular produced less productive soil, farmers’ illnesses, and resurgence of “pest” 
bugs and crop diseases, thereby prompting changing relationships among those actors in 
significant ways. The emerging dominant project has been the “environmental conservation 
agriculture” regime roughly since the 1980s that continues to rely on and be constituted by 
“productivism,” “low toxic” and “reduced” amounts of pesticides, “hybrid” organic/chemical 
fertilizers, agricultural machinery, as well as non-human charisma, organic farming, and 
biodiversity selectively. The result has been to, either by default or intent, harness especially 
some of the non-human actors, such as “beneficial bugs” (especially for rice plants) and micro-
organisms in the soil, which may have been the target of elimination in the previous regime. 
“Good farmers” have embodied and practiced many of these elements under each regime, if 
unevenly among different conventional farmers. Under the “environmental conservation 
agriculture,” for example, farmers may or may not explicitly enroll nonhuman charisma or 
organic methods in their farming. I will supplement further evidence in the following chapter on 
a history and practices of pesticides and bugs. 
 
A Short History of Contemporary Japanese Agricultural Policy 
 
Let me begin with a broad historical development of the Japanese agricultural policy with 
the focus on rice since the 1940s because it frames the trajectory of contemporary agriculture and 
farming in Japan, including those in Fukui administrative district in Itoshima city. My focus in 
this section will be on how the transnational and domestic political economy has primarily 
shaped the development of “productivist” agriculture that underlies two agro-environmental 
regimes since the mid-1940s – “nature-subduing agriculture” roughly up to the 1980s and 
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“environmental conservation agriculture” since then. The development has been made possible 
by a set of particular institutions and policies as well as discourse around industrializing and 
“productivist” agriculture that primarily appropriated American guidance and programs. My 
political economic analysis is informed by what McMichael (2009) termed, “a food regime” or 
historically specific transnational divisions of labor around food production and consumption to 
accumulate capital.30 
The 1942 Food Control Law, a war-time measure at the end of the Japanese empire that, 
in spite of a series of revisions in later years, set the basic framework of governmental 
regulations of the production, distribution, and sale of food up until the mid-1990s (Kawai, Sato, 
and Taniguchi 2008:173-74; McCormack 2001:123-24). The law initially prohibited food 
imports from outside the empire, and the Food Control Agency purchased rice from farmers and 
sold it to consumers at subsidized rates through licensed retailers. Thus, the government virtually 
controlled the price and marketing of rice. Under the United States (US) military occupation 
between 1945 and 1952, moreover, Japan ended much of tenancy, redistributed most farmland 
from large landowners between 1946 and 1948, and re-established farms as “small-scale” and 
independent operations by limiting the acreage farmers could own up to 3 chō or 2.975 hectares 
(4 times more in Hokkaidō in north)(Babb 2005; Grant 1993:258; Kelly 2006:16; Kimura 
2010:344). One aim of the land reform, however, was to create a class of owner-operators from 
                                                           
30
 Following the original theorist, Harriet Friedmann, in the early 1980s, the concept evolved. But, its focus on 
geopolitical and historical trajectories of patterns and contestations of social groups that especially lead to a regime 
change has not changed. For example, the contemporary “corporate food regime” has created transnational relations 
of food production and consumption where large farmers have increasingly produced food for export. At the same 
time, those who have been marginalized, especially peasants, have organized to resist the rule as in the concepts and 
practices of “slow food” and “food sovereignty.” These projects have tried to regain control over food production 
and consumption in “local” and “national” spheres that address distinct cultural, ecological and other concerns. 
These contestations may lead to a different regime over time. In my case, I will suggest how transnational and local 
contestations or projects shaped agricultural and agro-environmental regimes in Japan. 
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tenants to mitigate farmer radicalism that the country had seen in the 1920s and 1930s so as to 
create political stability (Moen 1999:31). Yet, the basic power structure of large landowners and 
farmers remained virtually intact, and 72.5% of the new owner-operators owned no more than 1 
hectare of land in 1950, which was then the minimum threshold necessary to sustain themselves 
economically, as estimated by the American occupation authority (Moen 1999:32-33). 
Further, the US-Japan Mutual Security Act of 1954 allowed imports of US surplus grains 
(McMichael 2000:412; Moen 1999:34-36). As happened for other US allies in the context of the 
Cold War, the US Public Law 480 food aid policy provided mostly cheap wheat not just to 
eliminate surplus American crops overseas, but also to effectively subsidize labor costs via 
cheapened food for capitalist industrialization in importing countries, such as Japan. It was also 
an attempt to change the dietary preference of the population through nation-wide public 
relations and a school lunch program for future trade opportunities and food dependency to 
benefit the United States (McMichael 2000:412, 2004:54-58; Moen 1999:35-36). The 1961 
liberalization agreement further increased the imports of feedstuffs, such as corn and soybeans, 
to the extent that the financial value of farm imports to Japan was double the rate of world farm 
import values during the years 1961-1987 (Furusawa 2003:7-8; McMichael 2000:412; Ohno 
2007). Between 1965 and 1971, the United States accounted for at least 70% of Japan’s 
agricultural imports (Moen 1999:39). In the East Asian context, including Japan, however, rice 
was heavily protected from foreign competition whereas other food commodities, such as live 
stock and processed flour goods, became less protected to varying degrees – the arrangement that 
McMichael and Kim (1994:31) called “bifurcation” (also Burmeister 2000; McMichael 2000; 
Ōkubo 2006:27). In Japan, faced with the food trade liberalization with the United States, the 
government chose which food commodities to protect and encouraged to domestic growth (e.g., 
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rice, vegetables, fruits, and live stock) and which ones to largely import (e.g., flours, potatoes, 
and peas)(Ōkubo 2006:27). Consequently, the liberalization helped to reduce the overall national 
food self-sufficiency rate (from 73% in 1965 to 39% in 2007 by calorie base [Kawakami 
2008:52; Ohno 2007, 2008:77]).31 Many food items also decreased their national self-sufficiency 
rates by calorie base from 1961 to 1986, including wheat (from 30% to 14%), coarse grain (from 
36% to 2%), soybean (from 20% to 0%), and red meat (from 66% to 52%)(McMichael 
2000:412).32  
Meanwhile, the national government prioritized urban industrialization, expecting the 
rural areas to steadily provide cheap food to the rest of Japan, especially urban residents. The 
1961 Agricultural Basic Law (and other similar laws in 1967 and 1978) was created to address 
the issues of rural “low productivity” and the urban-rural income difference through more 
efficient and productive agriculture by facilitating larger farming operations (Kishi 2009:39; 
Ohara and Soda 1994:171-72; Ōkubo 2006:27). The law also promoted mechanization and 
modernization of the agricultural infrastructure, such as street pavement, enlargement of fields, 
irrigation and drainage system (Kawai, Sato, and Taniguchi 2008:174). It was partly to 
encourage “excess cheap labor” to move from farming to industries in rural areas and cities, to 
sell farmland, and to consolidate farm holdings into a smaller number of larger (more than 2 ha) 
and more efficient farming operations that could withstand the effects of food liberalization 
(Kelly 2006:5; McDonald 1996:60; Ohara and Soda 1994:172; Ōkubo 2006:27). For example, 
among many types of new agricultural machine promoted since the 1950s, a machine to till rice 
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 This is the calorie that is supplied in Japan, not the calorie that is actually consumed by the people there 
(Kawakami 2008:53).  There is the food sufficiency rate based on production price, which was 68% in 2006. It is 
said that highly priced foods, such as fruits, vegetables, and beef, push up the rate (Kawakami 2008:53). 
32
 Other economically “developed” countries, however, had higher national self-sufficiency rates at least in the early 
2000s, including South Korea (50% in 2002 from 80% in 1970), United Kingdom (74% in 2002 from mid-40% in 
1965), Germany (91% in 2002 from less than 70% in 1965), and the United States (119% in 2002 from mid-110% in 
1965)(Ohno 2008:77). 
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paddies at the beginning of the rice planting season was introduced in the mid-1950s and sold 
one million by 1961 (Ohara and Soda 1994:171; Suehara 2004:231-32). The idealized picture of 
American life, including American way of much superior “scientific,” mechanized, and highly 
productive farming, which was promoted after World War II by the US Occupation forces and 
Japanese organizations such as the media, created a more susceptible climate for such a change.33 
Itoshima farmers were encouraged by the Japanese government and the mainstream farmer 
cooperative, Nōkyō, to emulate much of those American practices, and small cadres of young 
Itoshima farmers who were Nōkyō members had flown to American farms over several decades 
for visits paid for by Nōkyō.34 The current head of Fukui agricultural district (born 1943) also 
told me that “when I graduated from Itoshima agricultural high school, we were taught to aim for 
a large farm like Americans” (interview, December 2, 2011).  
Moreover, the national government encouraged crop specialization (or “monoculture”) or 
crops that were deemed to be efficient and sold well. Rice paddies, for example, were used to 
grow other crops, such as soybeans, in addition to rice, but those crops were now deemed 
inefficient and thereby discontinued (Ohara and Soda 1994:172). On the other hand, rice 
production was supported with government price guarantees, as a way to improve productivity 
and competitiveness (Brucklacher 2000:233; Hirata Kimura and Nishiyama 2008:53). Agro-
chemicals, such as chemical fertilizers and synthetic pesticides, were increasingly introduced in 
the 1950s to aid this process (Burmeister 2000:445-46; Izcara Palacios 2005:188; Nakajima, 
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 See Tsuganesawa (2002:173) for the Exhibition of the United States by Asahi national newspaper in 1950, as an 
example. 
34
 For example, “4H Club,” began in the United States in 1919 for young farmers, was introduced throughout Japan 
as a part of the post-empire “modernization” project, to encourage young farmers, for instance, to improve farming 
with latest technologies and produce crops that were on demand. The government extension employees directed 
these initiatives (Yamashita and Ohno 2008:78-79). “4H” represented Head, Hand, Heart, and Health. These clubs 
were supposed to embody the new “democratic” Japan in contrast to the “traditional” and authoritarian Japan of the 
previous decades, but they were not supposed to be political in nature, probably in implicit reference to the tenant 
farmer-landowner conflicts flared often in the previous decades (Uno 1995:236-37). 
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Furusawa, and Yokogawa 2005:13; Ohara and Soda 1994:175; Ohnuki-Tierney 1993:16; 
Yaguchi 2005)(see below for more detailed discussions of socio-natural relations of pesticides 
and fertilizers). Agriculture in Japan became so intensive that the Organisation of Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) estimated in 1993 that the energy consumption in farming 
per hectare in terms of megajoules (representing fossil fuel usage) was 46,400 MJ/ha, compared 
to the world average of 1,734 MJ/ha (Setboonsarng and Gilman 2003). Long-term, low-interest 
loans through the national farmer cooperative (Nōgyō Kyōdō Kumiai or Nōkyō in short) helped 
farmers to purchase new farm equipment and agro-chemicals (Brucklacher 2000:232). In 
addition, Japan’s farmers were still the most subsidized farmers in the world. As stated in a 1992 
OECD estimate, the Japanese government and a consumer tax subsidized farmers two-thirds of 
the value of the overall farm production, especially for rice, in the 1980s and 1990s, or about 
$2,700 per non-farm household in 1990 (Davis 2003:118; McDonald 1996:50).35  
On the other hand, the government’s move toward the reduction of farming accelerated in 
the 1970s when the 1971 law pressured rice growers to reduce rice acreage in order to decrease 
the oversupply of rice (Moen 1999:41). The trend has continued, and by the early 2000s, about 
40% of Japanese rice fields or 980,000 hectares, were unused or “set aside” (Tokuno 2002:44).36 
The oversupply of rice resulted from multiple factors. It partly resulted from the diversification 
of the Japanese diet among the more affluent population, the increased rice production due to 
government protection of the crop relative to other crops in the post-war decades (Tokuno 
2002:44), and the relative ease of growing rice through mechanization compared to other crops 
                                                           
35
 The burden of subsidies has shifted from the government to consumers since the 1976 policy change (Davis 
2003:119). As a result, agriculture’s share of the total budget has fallen from 13 percent in 1970 to 4-6 percents from 
the mid-1980s to at least 1996. In addition, Japanese consumers spent almost two and a half times more for their 
food than they would have spent at average international prices over the period of 1986-88, according to the 1992 
OECD estimate (Davis 2003:118). 
36
 Part of the reason for the size of fallowed land is that both social traditions and inheritance laws have encouraged 
farmers to retain their farmland even when they retire or take other non-farm jobs (Davis 2003:117). 
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(Soda 2010:84).37  The promotion and adoption of high-yielding varieties is also said to have 
increased the production amounts (Kawai, Sato, and Taniguchi 2008:174). Beginning in 1969, 
the government reduced its commitment to purchase rice and allowed designated dealers and 
agricultural cooperatives to diversify rice values to respond to consumer demand for higher-
quality rice (Kawai, Sato, and Taniguchi 2008:168). 
By 1989, fewer than 20% of farms producing rice earned profit from their rice sales 
because the cost of production exceeded the price (McDonald 1996:60). The price of rice that 
rice producing farmers receive from the traditional wholesale route has significantly declined. 
The mean rice price that farmers received from the intermediary quasi-government agency 
(Kome Kakaku Sentā) in 2006 was about 70% of that in 1990 (Ohno 2007, 2008:78). The 
national government’s monetary compensations for fallowing (30,000 yen or $300 annually per 
0.1 hectare) and diverting paddy land to other uses (40,000 yen or $400 annually per 0.1 hectare) 
were also too meager in farmers’ perspective (Moen 1999:42).38 In the meantime, between 1960 
and 1985, the cost of farming inputs, such as agro-chemicals and farm machinery, increased 14 
times whereas farm income rose only five times (Moen 1999:48). Farmer journalist Ohno 
(2008:78-79) observed rice farmers of all farm sizes were barely making ends meet although 
they used the free labor of other family members.39 For example, Figure 4 (in Japanese) shows 
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 For example, in the 1920s and 1930s, the rice consumption per capita peak in modern Japan, the Japanese 
consumed nearly 150kg or 330 pounds and 11 ounces per person annually (Oomameuda 2007:43, 224-25). Rice 
consumption per capita began to decline since the early 1920s, although the overall consumption decline did not 
start until the early 1960s, due largely to population increase before the 1960s (Kajii 1986:46). Now, it has declined 
to 60kg or 132 pounds and 4 ounces now. In addition, ithe late 19th century, the consumption of rice over other 
grains (e.g., wheat, Japanese barnyard millet, foxtail millet) increased significantly especially in industrializing 
urban areas (Kajii 1986:46-47). 
38
 The calculation is based on $1 US = 100 Japanese yen. 
39
 In 2006, the average (brown) rice price at the national wholesale rice market was 14,825 yen ($148.25, if $1 is 
100 yen) per 60kg (without subtracting fees for Nōkyō, the consumption tax, and a package, which could together 
cost 4,300 yen or $43). On the other hand, the government estimated average cost of production for this amount of 
brown rice was 16,824 yen (or $168.24) in 2006 (Yamashita and Ohno 2008:20-21). The average production costs 
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the national government statistics of the changes of rice price and production costs from 1990 to 
2008. The green line traces the amounts of money farmers received on average during the period 
(see the Y axis on the left: from just below 20,000 yen or about $200 per 60kg or over 132lb of 
rice in 1990 to below $15,000 yen or about $150 in 2008).40 On the other hand, the bar graphs 
reveal the production costs (written on the right of the figure and the footnotes) which included 
the family labor cost (in orange at the top, including the monetary values of one’s own farmlands 
and other self-investment),41 payment of loan interests and farmlands (that farmers do not own), 
hired labor and farm material input costs (e.g., seeds, fertilizers, and depreciation expense of 
farm equipments)(the bar graphs subtract the prices of the rice by-products, such as rice bran). It 
reveals that in most years, the costs outweighed the rice price that farmers earned. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
for farmers operating 10-15ha and over 15ha (the largest category) of rice were 11,510 yen ($115.10) and 10,964 
($109.64), respectively. In other words, even the largest rice farmers were losing money, if they do not include 
government subsidies. Even among the largest farm households (operating 7-10ha, not including Hokkaidō), farm 
incomes covered 85% of household expenses, according to the ministry of agriculture statistics (Yamashita and 
Ohno 2008:21). 
40
 The Japanese yen to US dollars calculation is based on the formula: 100 yen is $1. 
41
 This is from the footnote 3 in Figure 4 and http://foodpia.geocities.jp/momurice/03plant/keiei/cost1.htm 
(Accessed on October 12, 2014). 
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Figure 4: The Historical Changes of Rice Price and Production Cost, 1990-200842 
At the same time, rice is the single crop that still generates the most monetary value 
among all agricultural and livestock products (22% of all agricultural and livestock products in 
2006 although vegetables as a whole comprise 25%), and it is cultivated in the largest land mass 
in Japanese farming fields (2.52 million hectares out of 4.63 million hectares of all Japanese 
agricultural lands or nearly 55% in 2008)(Nōrin Suisan Shō 2008b:16; Nōrin Suisan Shō 2009). 
In addition, the majority of officially categorized farmers in Japan from 1980 to 2000 farmed less 
than 150 days per year (i.e., they were “part-time”)(Tashiro 2003:203).43 Only around 5 percent 
of the officially categorized farmers from 1970 to 2000 had more than two farmers in their 
farmer entities (e.g., family) who farmed over 150 days per year (“full-time”). The vast majority 
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 From: http://www.maff.go.jp/j/wpaper/w_maff/h21_h/trend/part1/chap3/c3_03.html (Accessed on October 11, 
2014). 
43
 From: http://www.maff.go.jp/j/tokei/census/afc/2000/dictionary_n.html (Accessed on October 12, 2014). 
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of the officially categorized farmers had no labor but themselves (i.e., one person who farmed 
either full- or part-time) in a given farmer entity and probably used someone (family members or 
hired hands) part-time. For example, the category of the married farmer couples comprised less 
than 20 percent of the officially categorized farmer entities from 1975 to 2000 (there are also 
categories of one male “full-time” farmer entities [8.4% in 1970 and 9.4% in 2000] and one 
female “full-time” farmer entities [15.6% in 1970 and 6.3% in 2000]). The statistics state that at 
least one of the married couples farmed more than 150 days per year, but they also imply in 
practice that the other part of the couples, likely wives, also helped out farming part-time. It 
should also be noted that farmer households have been much more likely three-generation 
households than non-farmer households (Tashiro 2003:199-200). For example, the percentages 
of non-farmer households who lived in three-generation households were 10.1% in 1972 and 
9.6% in 1997. In contrast, the percentages of farmer households in that category were 51.4% in 
1972 and 47.9% in 1997. It is likely that these farmer households took advantage of their elderly 
parents for farm labor at least for part-time some of the time, as has been the case especially 
since the 1950s when the proportion of part-time farmers began to increase (Kishi 1996:130-32). 
This is also my observation in my fieldwork in Itoshima where elderly (retired) people (most 
likely farmers) “helped out” their adult children’s farming either full-time or part-time in both 
conventional and natural farming. 
Meanwhile, a series of other changes to liberalize agricultural/food trades have occurred 
in the recent few decades. For example, pushed by the US government and certain Japanese big 
businesses, quantitative import restrictions on a wide variety of agro-food products, including 
beef, oranges, dairy products, and fruit juice, were eliminated in the late 1980s and early 1990s 
(Jussaume 1998:404). The Japanese rice market has been opened up since 1995 (initially only a 
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small amount, then switched to 400% tariffs on all rice import since 1999) as a part of the 
Uruguay Round of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) negotiation deal 
(Bullock 2003:186; Fackler 2003:20).44 Japan has also made bilateral “free trade” agreements 
with a number of countries (e.g., Mexico in 2004) and is currently in the process of signing 
another major “free trade” pact, Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), with a number of countries on 
the Pacific Rim (Nōbunkyō 2010). Many observers have argued that, with the exception of some 
niche markets, under the TPP regime and further liberalization, Japanese agriculture will not 
survive the small land size and high labor costs even if it increases its land size and becomes 
more efficient (e.g., Nōbunkyō 2010; Tsujii 2008:108). In addition, during his tenure from 2001 
to 2006, Prime Minister Koizumi Jun’ichiro pursued a number of “structural reforms” (kōzō 
kaikaku), including cutting budget for public works in rural areas and providing government 
price support only for larger, more “efficient” farming collectives (Mulgan 2005:262-70, 282; 
Ohno 2007; Oiyama 2007; Yamashita and Ohno 2008:139-40). Now, non-farmers, such as 
community groups and corporations can own agricultural land, but only for agricultural purposes 
(Yamashita and Ohno 2008:139-40). 
Under this condition, the farming population has significantly declined from 16.1 million 
in 1950, to 14.5 million in 1960 (out of 94.1 million Japanese in 1960 or 15.4%), and to 2.9 
million by 2009 (out of 127.7 million Japanese in 2008 or 0.02%). The farmers are 
disproportionately (61% in 2009) over 65 years old (Nōrin Suisan Shō 2009:52; Ōkubo 2006:29; 
World Bank n.d.). Over 80% of farming families were involved in farming only part-time while 
most others earned the majority of income from non-farming sources in 2000. But, most did not 
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 At the same time, the high tariffs are limited to about 10% of the import commodities, and the average tariff on 
imported agricultural products in Japan was 12% in the mid-2000s, compared to 20% in the European Union and 
35% in Thailand (Suzuki 2008:87). 
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abandon farming altogether and the farming size remained small (58% of farm households 
cultivated less than 1 ha, and 91.5% managed less than 3 ha in 2000). This was contrary to the 
governmental expectation in the early 1960s to consolidate farm operations in much fewer hands 
(Graβal 2005:9; Kelly 2006:3, 5).45 46 Agriculture now makes up mere 0.009% of the national 
Gross Domestic Product in 2007 (Nōrin Suisan Shō 2009). These changes resulting from 
agricultural policies discussed above of transnational and domestic political economies, such as 
selective trade liberalization and crop subsidies, overall reduction of rice paddies, and re-
orientation to American farming practices, over the last several decades have produced particular 
populations, landscapes, and farming practices in rural (and urban) spaces in Japan. 
 
Pesticides to Govern Pests, Crop Diseases, and Socio-Natural Relations 
 
 In this section, I will examine the historical changes of society-nature relationship around 
the use of pesticides with a focus on the last several decades (further evidence from Fukuoka and 
Itoshima will be presented in the next chapter). I will argue that pesticides can be understood as a 
material agent shaped by and shaping a coherent set of historically specific socio-natural 
relations of transnational/domestic institutions, human and non-human actors’ practices, policy, 
science, technology, and discourses organized around pesticides. In what follows, I will 
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 Among farming households, an income from agriculture in a total household income changed from 50.2% in 1960 
to 13.8% in 1990 (Soda 2010:83). 
46
 Soda (2010:81-82) notes that his research in the early 1960s suggested farmers near large cities acted on two 
logics in regard to the land holding (the 30a rule and the transition over time). On the one hand, they found 
increasing employment opportunities nearby and rising land values. On the other hand, in order to acquire a stable 
employment opportunity, particularly for their offspring, the household must spend money for education, housing, 
and others by selling their agricultural land little by little over time. But, they tended to stop selling the land when 
the land size became around 30a because they wanted to keep their ancestral land or/and because they thought the 
land may become an emergency capital, or the land could still feed at least two families (Imamura, Minakawa, Imai, 
Motoyama, Shinzan, and Baba [2004:12] suggest that the concern for ancestors is much stronger for the generations 
that grew up before World War II). In addition, for many farmers, non-farming employment was unstable and 
relatively low paying. Continuing farming was necessary to supplement their income. 
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selectively and briefly portray shifts in socio-natural relations around pesticides since the late 
19th century (with the focus on the period since the mid-20th century). I aim, for example, to 
show that particular political economic relations and technologies (e.g., pesticide residue 
detectors and rice planting machine) have largely shaped historical relationships among 
pesticides, insects/micro-organisms (“pests” and “crop diseases”), human actors, and institutional 
mechanisms (e.g., laws and regulations and organizational practices, such as collective pesticide 
applications). I will, for example, indicate how a series of regulations on pesticide residues on 
food in the recent several decades, prompted by pesticide poisoning and subsequent consumer 
and farmer concerns, has modified practices of pesticides in relation to “safety.” Yet, the practice 
of how those regulations have been enacted is uneven among different actors. I will highlight 
discrepancy between the policy, governmental, and farmer’s market pronouncements of food and 
farmer “safety” and many conventional farmers’ practices. Part of the discrepancy, I will suggest, 
has been that rules, calculations, and technologies, such as pesticide residue detectors, to govern 
materials almost invisible to human senses, especially since the mid-2000s, do not appear to 
ensure the safety of all human and non-human actors. The discourse of “reduced” or “low” 
pesticides have been associated with food safety in the historical background of well-publicized 
pesticide food poisoning especially in the 1950s and 1960s, despite the ambiguous standards of 
what “reduced” and “low” means. Simultaneously, the regulations of pesticides have not 
prevented other logics of practices from operating among human and non-human actors, or these 
actors have not quite followed what the regulations have prescribed, as indicated by a few 
examples from my fieldwork. Yet, the discourse of pesticides as legitimate, necessary, and safe 
has together enabled and made possible the two conventional agricultural regimes. I will also 
suggest one way in which “pests” shaped how humans reacted, including the emergence of a 
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scientific field and a reduced pesticide campaign in Fukuoka that I will examine in more detail in 
the next chapter. In these networks of actors, conventional farmers subjected themselves to 
stricter pesticide regulations for the sake of “food safety” for consumers. Fundamentally, these 
discussions indicate the historical and continuing centrality of pesticides in contemporary 
conventional farming and food production in Japan and in the locality in Fukuoka, to be 
discussed more fully in the following chapter with other socio-natural and historical practices of 
pesticides. 
 
A Short History of Socio-Natural Relations around Pesticides  
 I begin with a short description of the pre-mid-20th century history of pesticides in Japan 
to provide a brief historical context for the subsequent analysis of pesticides as a part of the two 
distinct regimes of conventional agriculture since the mid-20th century.47 To begin, one of the 
oldest “pesticides” recorded in Japan appears to be whale oil in Fukuoka in 1670 (Kurihara 
2003:194-96). The oil was spread on the surface of water-filled rice paddies, and farmers used a 
bamboo broom to brush off plant hoppers on the rice plants onto the water surface below. The oil 
effectively shut the bugs’ spiracles, and they suffocated. Fish oil and rape seed oil were also used 
as pesticides for plant hoppers, and in the late 19th century, oil (fossil fuel) became more popular, 
but oil mixed with powdered pyrethrum flowers became yet more prevalent in the early and mid-
20th century (Oyama 2000:24). In the late 19th century, more pesticides were produced by 
incorporating “Western” inventions and uses found in the territories of the Japanese empire 
(Kurihara 2003:195; Oyama 2000:36-39). But, compounds were still derived from natural and 
inorganic substances, such as tobacco, Tuba plant, copper sulfate, lime, and pyrethrum. Soon, 
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 In the next chapter, I will supplement with a history of “bugs” in rice paddies and their relations to pesticides prior 
to the mid-20th century. 
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synthetic chemical pesticides, such as lead arsenate and DDT (in the mid-20th century), began to 
be manufactured in parts of Europe and the United States, and they were sometimes by-products 
of chemical weapon development (Kurihara 2003:196; Russell 2001). 
 As noted, in the aftermath of World War II and the Japanese empire’s collapse, food 
production was one of the most pressing issues in Japan (Kurihara 2003:198-99). Many chemical 
companies produced pesticides for higher crop yields, such as a synthetic herbicide called 2.4-D, 
which was very effective except for Japanese millet (Kishi 1996:202). However, many pesticides 
on the market were defective. In 1947, the American occupying power directed that the national 
government should inspect the quality of pesticides. The 1948 pesticide law was then created to 
inspect pesticides, register them, and properly display pesticide contents so that food production 
would not be hindered by defective pesticides. It is believed that imported and domestically 
produced pesticides significantly reduced the three main pests for rice plants: plant hoppers, rice 
stem borers, and rice blast (Kurihara 2003:201). 
 In 1950, the Plant Protection Act specified pest insects and commanded prefectures to 
plan pest control with a list of appropriate pesticides, based on the national pest control 
framework (Kurihara 2003:219). The pesticide list has often been referred to by a prefectural 
governmental agency (Nōgyō Kairyō Fukyū Sentā or agricultural extension offices) to give 
guidance for farmers, and it has been used for Nōkyō’s (mainstream national farmer 
organization) pest control calendars which have been widely distributed to its farmer 
membership through its local branches nationwide (Kurihara 2003:221). Figure 5 is a 
contemporary example of a rice production calendar for “regular rice” (I’ppan mai) in 2011 
created by Itoshima Nōkyō (local branch of the mainstream national farmer cooperative) and 
Fukuoka extension office (a Fukuoka prefectural government agency that provides farm 
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production instructions)(Itoshima Nōgyō Kyōdō Kumiai and Fukuoka Fukyū Shidō Sentā 
2011:16).48 It gives information on when particular pests and diseases appear and when to apply 
pesticides. In other pages of this booklet, you find lists of pesticides recommended for particular 
pests and diseases, and information on how to use them. 
 
Figure 5: 2011 Calendar of 
Production Tasks of Two Rice 
Varieties 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To reduce crop damage due to “pests,” moreover, a localized monitoring and warning system of 
“pests” in rice paddies has been at work since 1941, one year after a major devastation of rice 
crops by white-backed plant hoppers and brown plant hoppers in much of the mainland Japan 
(Kiritani and Nakasuji 1977:35). Warnings about rice “pests” used to be announced publicly 
through local media for farmers to apply pesticides. But, in recent years, it has become less 
public (e.g., mailing occasional fliers to Nōkyō member farmers about pest predictions) probably 
because of the overall shrinking of agriculture and agricultural government agency personnel 
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 The category of “regular rice” (I’ppan mai) is contrasted with another category of “specially grown rice” 
(Tokubetsu Saibai Mai) that requires more specification of how to grow rice, including the restricted numbers of 
pesticide use. See below for the initial program of “specially grown rice” in the late 1980s. I will further examine 
local Fukui farmers’ practices growing “specially grown rice” in the next chapter. 
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(field notes, August 26, 2011, October 10, 2011, December 22, 2011; Kiritani and Nakasuji 
1977:116-17). In general, different institutional means to produce higher yields of food and 
apparent effectiveness of pesticides convinced farmers about their critical importance. A farmer 
in her early 80s in Fukui district, for example, recalled how pesticides have been so important to 
increase rice crop output because she and others put in so much labor: 
…We used to make a rice seedling bed until 10 or 11 in the night [see below for a 
photo of a rice seedling bed from an unidentified location in 1960], and next day, 
hired hands came, and we planted seedlings. That’s why we wanted to increase 
the output. We used to get about 10 straw bags [each 60kg or about 132.4lb] per 1 
tan [about 10a]…. That’s why pesticides are like medicine to reduce future 
anxieties… (field note, October 11, 2011). 
 
 On the other hand, many of these pesticides were acutely toxic to humans and the non-
human actors, and the government was thrust with the public display of the toxicity by the mid-
1950s (Kurihara 2003:219; Oyama 2000:50). For example, organic mercury, used as a pesticide 
since 1953, was found to seep into rice grains in 1956. Similar to infamous organic mercury 
tragedies caused by the consumption of contaminated marine food in the mid-1950s Minamata, 
BHC, a pesticide, was found in milk and mother’s milk around the country roughly in the same 
period. Heavy rain during the rainy season overflowed water containing PCP agents, a herbicide 
introduced in 1961, out of rice paddies, and killed fish and crams downstream totaling about $2 
million in damage in 1962. Many other pesticide-induced incidents in the same era gave birth to 
the term, “nōyaku kōgai” or “pesticide pollution.”  In response, the national government in part 
launched the safe pesticide application campaign through municipalities and Nōkyō to advise 
farmers how to apply pesticides properly because the problem was deemed to reside in how 
farmers handled pesticides (Oyama 2000:52). Its 1961 campaign’s first prize slogan selected 
from the public applications was “Let’s be careful. When you apply pesticides and after that” 
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(Oyama 2000:52). The campaign appeared to have decreased, but did not eliminate, accidents. 
Thus, the inability to coordinate those human and non-human actors to prevent such acute 
pesticide poisoning slowly pressured the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, and Fishery (MAFF) 
to ban many of those compounds by 1971 (Kurihara 2003:208-209; Oyama 2000:54-55, 81). 
 Likewise, the national government gradually shifted toward “low toxic” pesticide 
production in mid-1950s in response to the acute human health symptoms linked to particular 
pesticides. As a result, “low toxic” pesticides significantly reduced acute pesticide poisoning and 
pesticide-related accidents (Kurihara 2003:212, 223; Oyama 2000:52-53).49 Pesticides 
categorized as “poisonous” (doku butsu) and “deleterious” (geki butsu) have decreased in 
proportion from about 40% of all registered pesticides in 1980 to above 20% in 1999 and to 22% 
in 2004, as compared to the “low toxic” category, “ordinary” (futsū mono)(Kurihara 2003:213; 
Uemura, Kawamura, and Tsuji 2006:183). According to the head of Fukui farmer cooperative in 
Itoshima, Fukuoka, much of pesticide substances have also become heavier in their weight, such 
as pellets and emulsion, less frequently in a gaseous form, so that their bulkiness and viscosity 
reduced the unintended diffusion during application (field note, November 5, 2011). The total 
amount of domestically sold pesticides (by kiloliter or 1,000 liters) has also gradually declined 
from roughly 0.7 million tons in the late-1970s to less than 0.4 million tons in the late 1990s, due 
partly to the reduced number of farmers and farmland sizes, especially rice paddies (Kurihara 
2003:222).   
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 These new “low toxic” pesticides had the levels of poisonous effects of about one tenth to one hundredths of those 
previous pesticides, such as Parathion. The degree of poisonous effects was measured by the amount of a particular 
pesticide in an experiment that killed 50% of mice (Oyama 2000:53). 
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Pesticide Standards for Food Safety 
 Moreover, the MAFF revised pesticide laws in 1971 in that the new statues incorporated 
chronic, not just acute, toxicity of pesticides, predicated on a newly emerging international 
consensus on pesticide food residues in the early 1960s (Kurihara 2003:190, 208, 209). Yet, this 
and the revised 2003 laws (see below) may not protect all human and “desirable” non-human 
actors. They have nonetheless enabled the continuation of the pesticide regime and broader agro-
environmental regimes in Japan. To set the 1971 standards, for example, two-year experiments 
on mice and dogs produced measures of whether a given pesticide was harmful to humans. The 
measures were a hundredth of the “non-harmful” levels for the animals. The assumption was that 
because a given chemical was determined “not-harmful” to either mice or dogs, one hundredth of 
that level would surely be “not-harmful” to humans. On the other hand, a given pesticide was 
applied to a crop to find out how much pesticide residue remained at the time of a harvest. Then, 
the amount of the pesticide residue when humans would eat that crop everyday was calculated. 
The “safe use standard” for a given pesticide for a given crop was then set to meet that “non-
harmful” level for humans (Oyama 2000:82-83). 
 In 2003, due partly to pressures from consumer groups about pesticide residues in food, 
the Japanese Diet passed a law, “Positive List,” (effective since 2006) that set the minimal 
pesticide residue standards for all pesticide residues left on food on market (Onitake 2006:40-41; 
Uemura et al. 2006:130-34, 164).50 Previously, just over one third of nearly 800 officially 
designated pesticides and other chemicals, such as medicine for animals and animal feed 
additives, used in Japan and abroad had any residue standards at all. The one third that did have 
the standards had different permissible residue levels in combination with particular food items 
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 These food items include 140 agricultural products, 57 stock farm products, 8 fish types, honey, and bottled water 
(Uemura et al. 2006:131). 
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(about 9,000 combinations). The new risk management scheme designed by the Ministry of 
Welfare and Labor in charge of food safety and sanitation was based on standards elaborated by 
the Joint Food and Agriculture Organization/World Health Organization Expert Committee on 
Food Additives and US Food and Drug Administration’s indirect additives (Onitake 2006). The 
Ministry claimed that, for those pesticides combined with particular food items that had no 
residue standards at that point, it is “safe” to consume up to 1.5 micro grams per day of those 
pesticide and other chemical residues over the course of one’s life even when there exist no 
residue safety standards about particular chemical materials, based on the past toxicology data on 
other chemicals (Onitake 2006:43; Uemura et al. 2006:133). This is to say, if the residue 
concentration of a given substance is below 0.01ppm (parts per million), it would be less than 1.5 
micro grams per day even when one consumes a given food item of up to 150 grams.51 A 
Japanese nutrition survey suggested that with the exception of rice, the Japanese do not consume 
more than 150 grams per day of any individual food item. As in the previous scheme, however, 
these blanket standards were not free of contentions, such as non-conclusive evaluations of many 
pesticide effects, risk assessments based only on single pesticide component and not on 
interactional effects of more than one pesticide component, a precise configuration of residue 
tests affecting the results, and the fact that some people are just not able to tolerate any amount of 
pesticides at all without bodily reactions, as one organic/natural farmer in my fieldwork 
experienced as he was growing up (field note, October 22, 2010)(Uemura et al. 2006:134-37).52 
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 For your reference, Germany, Canada, New Zealand, and the United States had the thresholds of 0.01ppm, 
0.1ppm, 0.1ppm, and 0.01-0.1ppm, respectively, in the early 2000s (Onitake 2006:43). 
52
 For example, there are many pesticides and chemical compounds that have not really been evaluated by the 
government regarding their safety to humans, let alone non-human actors, such as bees that effectively act as 
pollinators. The new standards are also based on the international Codex standards on pesticide residues and 
standards of individual countries, but some of the new limits have weaker safety standards than the previous 
Japanese criteria despite that fact that the Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures 
through the World Trade Organization allows individual signatory nations to set higher standards. Moreover, some 
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Yet, the particular dominant “Western” scientific rationale of toxicology, technologies of residue 
detection (or the materiality of pesticides that can evade detections or establishing causal links if 
diseases develop years or decades later), and possibly political decisions have enabled the 
continuing practices of pesticide applications on agricultural crops as necessary and legitimate. 
In so doing, the governments and conventional farmer organizations have declared “safety” for 
farmers, consumers, and the environment, as will be shown below. 
 
“Pests” Resistance to Pesticides and Emergence of Scientific Field 
  “Pest” resistance to pesticides has been recurrent (Kiritani and Nakasuji 1977:40; 
Kurihara 2003:227-29; Oyama 2000:72-78). For example, diamondback moths are a widely 
recognized “pest” for cruciferous crops, such as cabbages and daikon roots. Over time, a small 
group of moths which are genetically resistant to particular types of pesticides survive and 
reproduce themselves (often multiple times a year), as also happened to green rice leaf hoppers 
around 1958 (Oyama 2000:76-78). Pesticides can also kill off natural enemies like spiders, 
thereby increasing “pest” effects (Oyama 2000:76-78). This is compounded by the creation of 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
combinations of pesticides and food items cannot be measured at the 0.01ppm level, but looser standards (0.02ppm-
1ppm) were adopted for those combinations. Similarly, to what extent a particular technology could actually detect 
residues, if they remained on crops at all, is not clear. This is so because different factors, such as particular crop 
samples (which may have been applied with pesticides unevenly), analysis methods, technology sensitivity, and the 
extent of food extract concentration, can produce different results (Uemura, et al. 2006:127-29). In other words, for 
example, official “no detection” of pesticides can still mean a tiny amount of residue on crops, but it just could not 
be measured by utilized technology and procedures. It should be similarly noted that there is no clear scientific 
evidence that even a tiny amount of residue below governmental standards or combinations of more than one 
chemical compound (from pesticides or other sources) produce no negative effects on all human beings, including a 
fetus, children, and adults with different metabolic and chemical sensitivity levels, in short or long terms 
(Monossoon 2005:384, 386; Uemura, et al. 2006:137). Indeed, these governmental standards have been based on 
experiments on only a single component of pesticides. In addition, the organic farmer who said he cannot tolerate 
any amount of pesticides in the main text told me that he has been allergic and easily become ill in his life (he was 
probably in his 30s)(field note, October 22, 2010). Part of the reason why he became an organic farmer was partly 
because this was the only job he thought he could function, and he initially learned natural farming first for 6 months 
with the natural farmer teacher in Itoshima. He said “even now, when my hands get swollen when I wash my hands 
at a creek, I think ‘someone up there must have applied a herbicide.’” At the same time, he thinks that pesticide 
residues, as they were currently regulated, are safe except for people like him, and that pesticides are necessary for 
farmers to economically survive.    
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mono-crop production in large fields because the crops’ mono-genetic seeds and the absence of 
diverse ecological or socio-natural actors make crops more susceptible to pests and diseases. In 
response, Nōkyō and the government entities have practiced a technological solution again: 
supplying pesticides of different chemical compositions every few years. The head of the Fukui 
district farmer cooperative, for example, attributed the paucity of the Japanese millet (a “weed” 
in rice paddies) in the summer and fall of 2011 that had grown well and above the height of rice 
plants in rice paddies in the previous year to a new kind of herbicide applied right after planting 
rice seedlings in spring (field note, August 5, 2011). Irrespective of whether his claim was 
accurate, his understanding facilitated the continuation of pesticide use and agro-environmental 
regimes. 
 Regarding these “cat-and-mouse” issues among socio-natural actors (i.e., pesticides and 
“pests”), many pesticide scientists had cautioned about the dangers of, for example, the 
instability of chemical compounds and the development of resistance in “pests” while killing 
natural enemies, even during the heyday of acute toxic pesticides in the late 1940s through 1950s 
(Oyama 2000:86-87). Some researchers who were concerned about the overuse of pesticides 
developed Integrated Pest Management (IPM) in the 1970s (Kiritani and Nakasuji 1977; Oyama 
2000:106-107). They learned from American and Canadian researchers and recommended 
pesticide use only when economic pest damage was believed to be “major,” as natural enemies 
would otherwise eat up much of “pests.” Yet, as two IPM advocates suggested, exactly at what 
point it would be necessary to apply pesticides has not been clear (Kiritani and Nakasuji 
1977:120). For example, the former head of Fukui agricultural district could not tell me exactly 
when he would apply pesticides by helicopter for rice blast in his rice paddies. He said he 
“wouldn’t do it if it’s just a little [rice blast]” (field note, August 26, 2011). In any case, IPM 
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soon incorporated other means to control “pests” without synthetic chemical pesticides for both 
prevention and after-the fact acts (Nōrin Suisan Shō 2008b:61).53 For prevention, farmers can, for 
example, plant crop types that are resistant of pests, rotate crops to reduce crop vulnerability to 
diseases, take advantage of indigenous natural enemies, and use pheromone and hormones to 
disturb “pest” mating practices. If farmers decide to respond to crop diseases and “pests,” they 
can, for example, introduce natural enemies and use pressure sensitive adhesive sheets for flying 
“pest” bugs, in addition to using synthetic chemical pesticides. Nonetheless, IPM, by intent or by 
default, recommends that farmers selectively annihilate “pest” bugs and other living matters by 
employing some technological and organic methods, if necessary. These ideas and practices, 
prompted by non-human actors deemed “pests” and harmful germs, have been incorporated into 
and, indeed, developed by the reduced pesticide movement in Fukuoka (see next chapter) as well 
as the “environment conservation agriculture” since the late 1980s because, I submit, it has 
linked to economic and ecological interests of both projects. 
I provide some evidence of the economic logics from two groups of conventional farmers 
who participated in a national government subsidized IPM program in the mid-2000s. MAFF 
conducted two surveys for 151 orange and strawberry farmers (138 responded) in two 
prefectures in 2006 who received a government subsidy for adopting the IPM.54 While there was 
no question asking about why farmers decided to participate in the program, the following 
answers are revealing because the responding farmers thought these arrangements for economic 
benefits inadequate although they expected them by using IPM methods. Among the 118 orange 
farmers, the two most popular answer choices by far to the question “What do you think needs to 
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 Many of these measures are shared with organic farming although organic farmers would most likely take 
advantage of the existing organic resources in their locality – therefore, no bringing in natural enemies from 
somewhere or, not to mention, using synthetic chemicals (Nakajima, Kaneko, and Nishimura 2010). 
54
 From: www.maff.go.jp/j/syouan/syokubo/gaicyu/g_ipm/pdf/siryou6_2_2.pdf (Accessed on July 24, 2014). 
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be done for the IPM to become popular and an established practice?” (multiple answers allowed), 
were “high price of agricultural products” (if produced with IPM)(over 80 respondents) and 
“stable transactions of agricultural products” (i.e., products that sell well)(nearly 80 
respondents).55 For the twenty responded strawberry farmers, over 15 respondents chose (from 
the same set of answer choices) “technical instructions,” “lower price of pest control materials,” 
and “high price of agricultural products.” Similarly, the national government primarily 
emphasizes an economic logic for farmers in that IPM provides “an advantage for farmers 
because, as long as economic cost is acceptable, they can secure a stable production of 
agricultural products that are safe and trusted by consumers” (Shōhi • Anzen Kyoku Chō 2005).56 
 On the other hand, the survey results suggest most farmers did not really experience the 
claimed effects of IPM in terms of the pest control cost and reduction of pesticide use. For 
example, over 80 among 118 orange farmers responded they saw no change in pest control 
expenses (excluding labor cost)(close to 20 indicated a decrease while nearly 10 felt an increase). 
Over 90 of them did not decrease the number of times they applied pesticides (more than 10 
reported a decrease while about 5 increased the use). For the strawberry farmers, pest control 
expenses increased for more than 15 out of 20 respondents. Yet, 15 reported a decrease in the 
times of pesticide use. The same number (15) also indicated the effectiveness of the program. Yet, 
60 of the 118 orange farmers reported no change in containing pests (only over 20 reported some 
expected effect). Despite the fact that these farmers engaged in a very limited range of IPM 
methods, such as applying machine oil (113 of orange farmers) and cutting uncultivated orange 
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 The bar graph does not show exact numbers of respondents. The next most popular answer choice, “technical 
instructions,” attracted close to 25 respondents. Other answer choices also suggested practical issues in 
understanding and implementing IPM measures, such as lowering price of  necessary instruments and distribution of 
manuals. 
56
 Also, social interests to earning a trust of customers should not necessarily be reduced to economic interests. It 
can be farmers’ sense of obligation to provide good, tasty, and safe food. 
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trees (73 of orange farmers), the actual implementation of IPM by enrolling farmers as well as 
non-human actors appears to be far from the official claims of the effectiveness. 
 
More on Practices of Pesticides 
 Let me further examine how some aspects of these pesticide laws and regulations have 
translated into farmers’ practices of pesticides on the ground to better understand how pesticides 
have constituted and been constituted by the agro-environmental regimes in the recent decades. I 
will later illustrate the implementation of a few pesticides laws and regulations from my 
fieldwork in Itoshima city, Fukuoka. First, Zenkōren (Zenkoku Kōbai Nōgyō Kyōdō Kumiai 
Rengōkai or literally, Nationwide Agricultural Purchase Cooperative Federation), which later 
merged with Nōkyō (also called JA since 1992) in 1972 and sold pesticides and other farming 
materials to farmers nationwide, played an important role in collectivizing pesticide applications 
(Kurihara 2003:211). As the population of full-time farmers declined in the 1960s, damages to 
crops apparently increased. The cause was attributed to less systemic and effective applications 
of pesticides due to weakened abilities of farmers to collectively engage in pest control. That was 
because bugs and diseases that appeared in inconsistently applied farm fields may have traveled 
to nearby farm field owned by a different farmer. Zenkōren then mounted a “new pest control 
organization campaign” (atarashii bōjo soshiki undō) in 1968 partly by training employees and 
others to become pest control instructors. They then tried to make farmers apply pesticides 
according to the new law by initiating the “safe pest control campaign” in 1971. The slogan was 
“Producing Safe and Good-Looking Agricultural Products” (Kurihara 2003:211). In early 1972, 
the manager who headed this campaign was quoted in elaborating this slogan in the context of 
major challenges facing conventional agriculture at that time: 
74 
 
The present task…is, first and foremost, to produce safe and good-looking 
agricultural products, and Nōkyō must take all the responsibilities. Second, we 
must pay a full attention to the health of the people who apply pesticides. Third, 
we must make an effort toward internationalized agriculture in the 1970s, and that 
requires a systematic machine use. Given those, we cannot solve issues based on 
the previous pest control. In short, we must make farmers’ organizations, rather 
than individual farmers, as the unit of pest control to create a pest control 
system…. (quoted in Kurihara 2003:212, my translation). 
 
Conventional farmers in Fukui district also confirmed that at least they practiced similar 
collective pesticide application tasks (see next chapter) although it is unclear whether this 
campaign is related to their practices. 
 Similarly, a new technology effectively allowed local farmer cooperatives, instead of 
individual farmers, to apply insecticides and germicides onto new and special rice seedling beds 
(Kurihara 2003:224). It was a new rice seedling producing technology. Farmers used to grow 
their rice seedlings at a corner of a rice paddy, and they planted the seedlings with hands, until 
the 1960s (Photo 7). The new rice-planting machine required a particular way of raising rice 
seedlings in a rectangular plastic container that can be carried around easily by trucks and human 
hands and then fit into the back of a rice-planting machine (Photos 8 & 9). Nōkyō has largely 
grown rice seedlings instead, and it used to apply pesticides before member farmers picked up 
their reserved rice seedlings for planting (now rice seeds can be put into warm water to kill 
germs as a measure of reduced or no pesticide rice production [Itoshima Nōgyō Kyōdō Kumiai 
and Fukuoka Fukyū Shidō Sentā 2011:33]). 
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Photo 7: Harvesting Rice Seedlings from Their Bed in 1960 (unidentified location)57 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo 8: Rice Seedling Patches in 
Fukui district in Itoshima, Fukuoka 
in 2011 (see near left bottom) 
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 ‘Shashin ga Kataru Shōwa Nōgyō Shi’ Kankō Kai (1987:165). 
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Photo 9: Rice Seedling Patches Set in Rear of Rice 
Planting Machine in Fukui district in April, 2011 (see 
rectangular-shaped plastic containers on the ridge in which 
rice seedlings had been grown) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 Inadvertently, moreover, a part of the new rice seedling making process helped decrease 
one kind of bug long considered as a pest to rice: rice stem borers (Kiritani 2004:81; Oyama 
 2000:4, 31-32). The increasing popularity of rice planting machine required smaller and thinner 
rice plants to fit with the rice planting machine’s delicate hands which picked just some stems 
from a rice seedling container and planted them into the soil (see the different lengths and 
thickness of rice seedlings in 1960 and 2011 in the photos above).58 The thinner stems were less 
welcoming to larvae of rice stem borers which hatched and grew inside rice stems (Photo 10). 
This is an example of how a new set of socio-technological actors (rice planting machine, 
collective pesticide application on rice seedlings, and thinner rice varieties), combined with other 
actors and political economic relations, helped enable particular socio-material networks in 
which many rice stem borers could not survive. Yet, in contrast to the usefulness of pesticides, 
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 The head of the Fukui farmer cooperative in his mid-60s roughly corroborates this account in his story in the 
context of water overflow after a rice planting task that “…We could see rice seedlings even when rice paddies are 
filled with water because seedlings used to be this big, and we used to plant them by hand. Recently, seedlings have 
become this small, and I try to drain water because I don’t see them…” (field note, December 31, 2011). 
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this unintended process to reduce the “pest” insect has been under-appreciated because of the 
valorization on pesticides’ performance in the agro-environmental regimes. 
Photo 10: Larvae of Stem Borers inside Rice Stems59 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Since 1989, moreover, Nōkyō has asked farmers to use pest control journals as a part of 
the safe pest control campaign. Nōkyō member farmers were supposed to record the names of 
applied pesticides, dates of application, amounts, and crop harvest dates in the journal. Farmers 
have also been instructed not to apply pesticides in windy weather and when water gates at a rice 
paddy are open to a nearby stream, or not to discharge pesticides outside a farm field (Yamamoto 
1998:102). They have also been instructed to wear certain gear to protect themselves from 
pesticides. These regulations around pesticides have become stricter in recent years, as food 
safety issues have recurrently made headlines in the media (Kimura and Nishiyama 2008; Hall 
2010). A survey of a major national newspaper (Asahi) between 1999 and 2002 suggested that 
the words, “safety,” in Japanese (anshin and anzen both means “safety” – the former implies a 
subjective sense of being safe while the latter implies more “objective” sense as expressed by 
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 From: http://www.boujo.net/handbook/ine/ine-449.html (Accessed on May 21, 2014). 
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product standards, for example), were the most strongly associated with pesticides out of all 
other terms, such as food, additives, and the environment (Kamisato 2004:81).60 Since the 
“Positive List” took effect in 2006, conventional farmers belonging to their local farmer 
cooperative (Nōkyō or JA) must submit their records of pesticides and fertilizers to their farmer 
cooperative (field note, March 5, 2011). 
 Yet, in reality, these rules and strategies often do not make practical sense on the ground 
when, for instance, the temperature is too high to wear extra gear, there is no on-site 
infrastructure for leftover pesticide disposal,61 or farmers find a significant amount of “weeds” 
invading rice paddies.62 Such divergence from the official rules is also pertinent for prefectural 
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 A research on a national newspaper (Asahi) between 1999 and 2002 revealed that the words that had the strongest 
coefficient associations with the terms, anshin and anzen, were related to food, such as pesticides (nōyaku)(0.0558), 
food (shokuhin)(0.0538), additives (tenkabutsu)(0.0423), the environment (kankyō)(0.0402)(in order of the strength 
of association, wherein numbers closer to 1 means stronger associations)(Kamisato 2004:81). These terms had 
stronger associations with food-related words than with such words as accidents (jiko)(0.0343), medical treatment 
(iryō)(0.0335), the economy (keizai)(0.0316), old age (rōgo)(0.0278), and earthquakes (jishin)(0.0256). 
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 This discrepancy occurred when the young farmer and I finished the pesticide application work, and we were left 
with a sizable pesticide leftover. The solution was that he drove his truck to an empty space right next to his family’s 
storage under a highway presumably owned by a government (he said it was not his family’s property), and he 
discharged all the remaining liquids onto the ground. He admitted that “to be honest, it’s not really good for a river 
or fish. But, no one really says anything…” (field note, December 17, 2011)(The closest creek was about 30 to 50 
feet away from this location). Officially, this type of disposal is prohibited, as I asked the presenter of the proper 
pesticide use and disposal methods. Although she specifically referred to waste water that is generated by washing 
equipment used for pesticide application, the situation of direct pesticide disposal as in this case seems more serious: 
 
…When you finish using pesticides and wash equipment, you should do it at the farm field where 
you applied the pesticides. It is not that you can discharge waste water anywhere. But, sometimes, 
there is no water on that premise… (field note, October 5, 2010). 
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 The head of the Fukui district farmer cooperative told me that he sometimes apply herbicides inside rice paddies 
where he should not because harvested rice was contracted to be sold through the Itoshima farmer cooperative to a 
consumer group based on mutually agreed pesticide specifications that did not allow such pesticide use in principle. 
He specifically said he applied it to the rice paddy in front of the farmer’s market in Fukui district, but his excuse 
was that it does not really splash over rice plants due to its specific materiality (bubbles), as opposed to what it used 
to be (spray)(i.e., it is not a big deal): 
 
I apply a herbicide called Clincher [to the weeds] on the ridges. But, it doesn’t get counted in 
Green Coop’s [a consumer group] pesticide counts. But, I sometimes apply it to haehae gusa [the 
local name of a “weed”] that invades rice paddies without notifying them. I applied it to a part of 
the rice paddy in front of Fukufuku [the local farmer’s market’s name]. But, unlike what happened 
in the past, it doesn’t splash because it’s in bubbles, not a spray form (field note, August 5, 2011). 
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and local organizations and agents who have had some latitude as to how to put national 
guidelines into practice, as the next chapter about a government extension agent in Fukuoka will 
briefly illustrate. In what follows, I want to provide several instances when farmers skirted some 
of these pesticide rules to suggest how different logics of socio-natural relations are at work 
when applying pesticides. At the same time, I also underscore farmers’ self-subjection to the 
fundamental necessity of the pesticides, thus contributing to the reproduction of pesticide 
legitimacy under the two agro-environmental regimes in the last sixty years. 
 For example, I attended a workshop for small-scale farmers who supplied crops to local 
farmers markets in Itoshima city, Fukuoka in October 2010. The presenter was from the Fukuoka 
prefectural government’s pest control office to promote proper ways of pesticide application and 
leftover disposals. On the one hand, she mentioned the importance of protecting farmers and 
others from pesticides, as in one Power Point slide (Figure 6) entitled “Safety Required for 
Pesticides.” The slide shows that only pesticides that are deemed safe for users, crops, consumers, 
and the environment are officially registered to be sold and used. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
He also noted that, if necessary, he could get permission from the rice department of the Itoshima farmer cooperative 
and apply pesticides (field note, March 5, 2011). But, what he indicated was that he does not do it. I also heard from 
his brother farmer in his 60s whose rice paddy I helped tend in 2011 that I needed to uproot this “weed” when I saw 
it because it spreads quickly from its numerous joints in their stems and eventually gets caught in a rice harvest 
machine (field note, June 10, 2011). This is also to say that “weeds” do require constant attentions and “appropriate” 
actions so as to achieve “productivity” of crop yields even by violating some pesticide rules. 
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Figure 6: A Power Point Slide from Workshop to Properly Apply Pesticides 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
However, this is the only one among forty one slides that indicated the safety for pesticide users 
or the environment. The overwhelming emphasis was how to properly apply pesticides so that 
farmers do not violate those numerous rules on how to use them. For example, farmers are to use 
pesticides within expiration dates,63 apply only for appropriate crops in appropriate times without 
spilling over to other crops nearby, understand how to clean equipment so that pesticide residues 
will not appear in residue tests on other crops (by using the same equipment), or appropriately 
record applied pesticides. After the workshop, I asked the presenter about the safety of pesticides 
to the users. She and her subordinate colleague replied that pesticides are safe as long as users 
follow the instructions in the back of each pesticide container: “…It is difficult to understand the 
effects of pesticides because you cannot see them. But, the basics are on the instruction of 
pesticides. It’s safe as long as you follow the rules, such as wearing a pair of goggles and a 
                                                           
63 The head of Fukui farmer cooperative privately told me that he does not really follow this rule because it costs 
money: “I have a lot of pesticides that have expired and not on the market. It costs several hundred yen (about 
several dollars) per pesticide even if you ask Nōkyō to dispose. But, I can still use it somewhere…” (field note, 
November 5, 2011). 
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mask…” (field note, October 5, 2010). The presenter, however, admitted that not everyone 
actually adheres to the rules. 
 One day, I had a chance to observe and experience a pesticide application in a greenhouse 
that grew cucumbers in Fukui district in Itoshima city, Fukuoka. At least five kinds of pesticides, 
such as an insecticide and a germicide, were mixed together with water in a tank to be applied 
through a special hose in a liquid form (Photo 11). 
 
 
Photo 11: Pesticide Tank in Yellow with Hoses (with 
some spills in white on the ground) 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Each pesticide container specified a usage and potential dangers, including the information about 
which crops to be applied, when to be applied, how many times to be applied over the course of 
crop growth, and how much water is necessary for dilution. But, there were so many pesticides 
in this farmer’s family’s storage that this farmer in his mid-30s, who was the past head of the 
Itoshima farmer cooperative youth division, needed his father’s help in the first place to select 
these pesticides. In his head, he roughly calculated how much water he needed to dilute different 
kinds of pesticides while muttering to himself that he needed to put about 1000 to 1500 more 
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times of water in relation to the pesticide amount (“…500 litters for 500mg…”). He in fact did 
not put all the pesticides into the tank, presumably due to this calculation. According to each 
pesticide container, moreover, potential dangers slightly varied from each pesticide, but all 
clearly indicated that users need to be very careful to protect themselves (Photo 12). To point out 
an obvious, for instance, it said to be careful not to put the pesticide in one’s eyes. If it gets into 
the eyes, users are instructed to rinse them immediately and go to an eye doctor. It also suggested 
to wear a protective pair of goggles, special mask, gloves, and impermeable clothing, as well as 
to put a special cream on skins. It also instructed, “after the task, immediately wash your body 
and eyes, rinse your mouth, and change your clothing.” 
 
Photo 12: Instructions in Back of One Insecticide 
Packet 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This farmer (and I) used a good amount of protective gear, but without a pair of goggle or gloves 
or protective skin cream (Photo 13). He wore a white face towel wrapped around his head while I 
wore a baseball cap. We slowly moved a hose up and down over the crops to apply the white 
mists of pesticides as we gradually stepped back so as to avoid the direct pesticide fumes (see 
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also Photo 14 for the immediate aftermath). We did not perform the instructed acts after the 
application. 
 
Photo 13: Farmer Applying Pesticides to Cucumber Plants 
inside Greenhouse 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo 14: Pathway Immediately After Pesticide 
Application 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Still, this farmer insisted that he did not see much danger to himself. He just “smells something 
like medicine,” and pesticides “don’t splash over [his] body much” (field note, December 7, 
2011). His father, a full-time farmer in a local leadership position in his 60s, also concurred in a 
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different occasion from the angle of food safety that, to say vegetables applied with pesticides 
are not safe to eat is “exaggerated because people who directly apply them are doing fine” (field 
note, August 27, 2010). The only health concern his son expressed to me was when he confessed 
to me that he “feels dehydrated in summer over 30 degrees” [Celsius or 86F]. 
 Further, when I asked this young farmer about the paper records of pesticides he was 
keeping, he said the rules became “stricter in the last 10 years.” He was probably referring to the 
2003 national law on “Positive List” of pesticides (effective since 2006) that I described above. 
Then, I posed “is it too bothersome?” He paused a little and said “if someone’s crops don’t pass 
an [pesticide] inspection, everyone’s crops suffer from shipment suspension.” I followed up with 
“is it like you have to do it?” He replied “it’s a rule” (kimari desukara). 
 His answer partly reflected the modern mass agricultural production and distribution 
arrangements where all crops are gathered at one local storage before distribution, according to 
crops and their qualities (e.g., size and other appearance standards), not who produced them. This 
means that his failure to live up to the pesticide regulations can jeopardize economic interests 
and a reputation of other farmers who produced the same crops as well as the whole local farmer 
cooperative that all bear the brand name of “Itoshima” (regionally known for its agriculture). I 
also note that (long-time) residents/farmers know each other in their small community, and their 
survival has historically depended on mutual entanglements of interests in rural communities like 
this place. Stepping out of line would not be easy. Similarly, this farmer’s uncle, also a farmer in 
his mid-60s and the head of the Fukui farmer cooperative, provided me with the same logic of 
collective responsibility in one’s own pesticide use. His story also illustrates how a relative 
proximity to different kinds of crops in farmland in time and space can show up in pesticide 
inspection results and how each farmer must navigate subtleties of these regulations and 
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anticipate invisible consequences of particular relations of actors, including drifting pesticides, 
that may not be easily coordinated.  For example, it is often the case that different crops are often 
grown in close proximity to each other or over different seasons at the same location. 
…Lately, the pesticide inspections at Fukufuku [the name of the local farmer’s 
market] have become stricter, and you have to be careful because you apply 
pesticides onto a vegetable, but rice which gets planted afterwards can suck up the 
residues. Or, you have to use different kinds of pesticides for different families of 
vegetables, so you need to be careful about spattering. You thought you applied 
pesticides to a flower, but it spattered onto a vegetable and shows up later [in a 
pesticide residue test]. If that happens, all crops get recalled and discarded, 
including those of other farmers. You see, you are causing a trouble for others, 
and yours get thrown away… (field note, November 5, 2011). 
 
An employee of Fukuoka prefecture extension office told me that he occasionally hears about 
violations and shipment stops (field note, December 22, 2011). As another local farmer, the 
mother of the farmer in his mid-30s above, told me, however, there used to be these pesticide 
residue violations at this local farmer’s market in Fukui district although if these violations were 
publicized was not clear: “there used to be people who were warned because they applied 
something they were not supposed to. But, I don’t hear it nowadays. Everybody seems to be 
following the rule” (field note, December 11, 2011). At the same time, the uncle farmer in his 
mid-60s suggested that in many cases, results of pesticide residue violations can be hushed up 
because of economic interests of main actors, such as the wholesale market which tends to report 
such a case back to a farmer cooperative in question: “…Usually, when it’s found out about 
pesticide residues, a wholesale market contacts a farmer cooperative and keep it to themselves 
because otherwise they cannot sell other crops…” (field note, November 5, 2011). 
 To illustrate with one more example from my fieldwork about the apparent acceptance of 
and self-subjection to the pesticide monitoring linked to food safety and collective responsibility, 
one farmer in her early 80s who sold her crops at the same local farmer’s market also expressed 
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her agreement to the current pesticide use and the larger agro-environmental regime (field note, 
December 11, 2011). I asked about the pesticide use regulations that farmers have to understand 
to avoid penalties and about how she and other member farmers at this farmer’s market thought 
about them. She said all member farmers must attend a meeting twice a year that includes a 
presentation of how to use pesticides and record the usages. I then asked: “…About pesticides, 
aren’t there rules in which you can use this pesticide for this crop, but not for others?” She 
replied: “Well, you have to study!” I also inquired how she reacted when she had to turn in a 
record of pesticide uses for particular crops she sold at the farmer’s market (e.g., which 
pesticides, what dates, how much, and how many times). She said that “well, you have to do it. 
Nowadays, we have to say ‘it’s safe’ to customers.” I followed up with “how about others? Did 
they complain at all?” She shot back with a tone of displeasure: “No. If you want to complain, 
you don’t want to sell here [at the farmer’s market]. It’s a rule.” This discourse of a taken-for-
granted “rule” of pesticides linked to food safety was also concurred by another farmer, the 
mother of the farmer in his mid-30s above, who also sold crops at the farmer’s market. 
Responding to my question about what she thought about that rule of recording applied 
pesticides and submitting the records every month, she said: “what do I think? Well, that’s 
because I wouldn’t be able to sell there. That’s because customers wouldn’t think it’s safe” (field 
note, December 11, 2011).  
 The farmer’s market in Fukui administrative district also engages in a few public display 
measures to assure consumers about food safety of the crops on the store shelves. Part of this 
public display work is to indicate to concerned customers that only “reduced” amount of 
pesticides are applied. For example, the president of the farmer’s market told me that the outlet 
randomly selects seven to eight agricultural products from different producers (among hundreds 
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of crops) every six months and publicly displays a report on pesticide residue tests near the 
entrance of the farmer’s market (interview, October 31, 2011)(Photo 15).64 65  
 
Photo 15: Pesticide Residue Report (dated on July 6, 2011) in Fukufuku no Sato (farmer’s 
market) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A long-time part-time employee of this farmer’s market shared with me that she heard that 
registered producers are asked not to use “a lot” (takusan) of pesticides (interview, October 31, 
                                                           
64
 Whenever I occasionally entered the farmer’s market during my fieldwork, however, I never saw anyone looking 
at it. One part-time employee who has worked for seven years at the time of the interview told me the same 
(interview, October 31, 2011). The president of the farmer’s market, however, claimed that some people sometimes 
see it. 
65
 For each of the seven agricultural products (all vegetables), the following information is listed: (1) the 
person/organization that requested the test; (2) the names of the crop and producer; (3) the dates of receipt of the 
product and the testing; (4) the analysis method; (5) who conducted the testing and contact information; and (6) the 
results of 100 pesticide or chemical components (the same pesticides for all the products) that include the residue 
limits, the limits of detection by the machine, whether anything was detected (all of these pesticide components of 
all the seven products on this list were “not detected”), and the product names of the chemical components and their 
uses, such as insecticides. It is interesting that at the bottom of the 100 components, it says “if it is less than 1/10th of 
the residue limits, it lists ‘not detected’  in the analysis result.” This is also for those chemical components that could 
have been detected judging from the lower limits of machine detection . This is at least not to deny the possibility 
that there might be some residue below the 1/10th of the residue limits. 
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2011).66 She also told me that if a customer asks employees like her about pesticide use on 
agricultural products in the farmer’s market, she is instructed by the store manager to “tell [it’s] 
‘reduced pesticide.’” “Reduced/low pesticide” (gennōyaku or teinōyaku) has become a common 
vernacular especially since the late 1980s that suggests only “reduced” amount of pesticides was 
applied on crops. As already suggested, the discourse has been that food applied with such 
reduced use of pesticides is “safe(r),” as compared to food grown with the “conventional” use of 
pesticides. Yet, this is a vague criterion without, for example, specifications of amounts or kinds 
of applied pesticides. Despite the regulations restricting the language of what is “organic” 
products or “reduced” pesticides under “reduced” pesticide government programs, such as “eco-
farmers” below, some farmers and retailers like this farmer’s market seem to claim the benefit 
without subjecting themselves to government or private standards (e.g., food coops)(see an 
example of the “eco-farmer” government standard below). Almost all of these products in the 
farmer’s market have no government-certified labels of reduced pesticides, such as “eco-farmer.” 
It is unclear how the conventional farmers understood “a lot” of pesticides that they were 
supposedly instructed not to apply. Nor is it clear whether the conventional farmers selling 
vegetables and fruits at this farmer’s market have reduced pesticide use because of these 
pesticide measures although the marketed pesticide amount per 10a has declined nationally from 
9.5kg (15.1oz) in 1990 to 5.6kg (5.53oz) in 2011 (also see the next section).67 As indicated, I 
have heard some conventional farmers indicating using more pesticides now in terms of amount, 
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 Just to clarify, the pesticide law since 2006 only stipulated upper limits of pesticide residues for particular 
combinations of pesticides and crops, not necessarily the amounts of pesticides farmers can apply. But, if farmers 
apply pesticides that are not supposed to apply or after the stipulated dates of crop growth, over-the-limit residues 
may show up in a residue test. As suggested, it has more to do with the dominant discourse of “low pesticides” being 
linked to “food safety.” 
67
 From: www.maff.go.jp/j/wpaper/w_maff/h24_h/trend/part1/chap3/c3_8_01.html (Accessed on July 29, 2014). 
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compared to what they used to do (mukashi).68 A small farmer in her 80s who shared her 
experience of the pesticide rule at this farmer’s market also said to me that she thinks she 
“applies more pesticides” despite her concern for her health (“I don’t want to apply much 
because I have to eat it, too”)(interviews, December 10 & 11, 2011).69 The farmer in his 30s 
above who mainly grows cucumbers and cabbages in greenhouses and outdoor (some sold at this 
farmer’s market) also answered affirmatively and said that is “because there are more insects. 
Because of the (global) warming, they survive rather than die out” (field note, December 2011). 
It suggests the changing configuration of socio-natural agencies due to climate change shaping 
the pesticide practices, despite the discourse of “reduced pesticides.” 
 In any case, it is interesting that the ultimate rationale for following the pesticide rules at 
this farmer’s market is merely “it’s a rule” (kimari) because the representative of Fukuoka 
government extension office whom I interviewed in late 2011 also insisted on the same rationale 
of “we do it because it’s a rule” to enforce the relatively new, tougher rule on farmers’ pesticide 
use (interview, December 11, 2011). Yet, it does not ask “whose rule? Who benefits most?” This 
is so especially pesticides (and chemical fertilizers discussed below) are closely linked with the 
notion of food safety (and flavor), despite the above criticisms.70 In an age of continuing rice and 
food oversupply and declining crop prices, farmers have been at disadvantage and forced to 
appeal their crops’ better “qualities.” When asked about the “Positive List” law to the young 
                                                           
68
 My question to the conventional farmers about the temporality of their practice was not clear. Thus, I am not sure 
exactly when those farmers referred their practice to. 
69
 Interestingly, she did not mention pesticide effects on her health. It is another way in which pesticide users’ health 
is underemphasized. 
70
 This young farmer was also quoted in making this link between pesticides (and chemical fertilizers) and food 
safety (and flavors) in a city government publication: 
 
…As a business, I can produce vegetables as mere products if I use a lot of chemical fertilizers 
and pesticides. I think it’s more profitable that way. But, I chose to produce agricultural products 
[nōgyō seisan butsu] that are safe and delicious because everyone eats them… (Kamo 2010:2). 
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farmer in mid-30s, he succinctly summarized the power relations of how it happened from his 
perspective: “…consumers talk to supermarkets, supermarkets talk to JA [farmer cooperative], 
and JA talks to producers…” (field note, October 13, 2010).71 
 Fundamentally, all the conventional farmers assumed the necessity of pesticides, as in the 
young farmer’s insistence that “it’s important to kill insects” (and germs and weeds) to grow 
crops and make ends meet (field note, December 17, 2011). Or, his colleague in his early 40s, a 
newcomer to farming, expressed this frame of inevitability of pesticides for economic viability 
with his disgust toward “harmful bugs” in a lettuce field and in relation to his perception of 
economic difficulty in living off organic farming due to more bug damages and crop diseases 
(“less productivity”).72 
 He: ….I get angry when I see bugs because I see money. [Pointing his 
finger to lettuces] This is 100 yen, 200 yen. You must apply pesticides if you want 
to live on this [farming]. Would you, Mr. Ono, help pick caterpillars by hand in 
the field 10 times larger than this (about 0.1ha)? 
 I: I would leave in the middle of it. 
 He: Right? 
 I: How about using natural enemies? 
 He: Natural enemies? It doesn’t work so easily. Pesticides are necessary if 
you want to live off of this [farming]. 
 I: But, don’t many organic farmers make ends meet? 
 He: Well, but, if you want to make money and enlarge your farm, then its 
[organic farming] productivity would fall, wouldn’t it?... (field note, October 6, 
2010).73 
                                                           
71
 Just to note that “consumers” also include farmers themselves. At least one farmer in her 80s in Fukui district 
shared her ambiguity regarding the extent of pesticides on crops in that she was not sure about the safety if lots of 
pesticides are applied. She was talking about the rainy season would have required more germicides when she saw 
good looking onions in the farmer’s market. She didn’t apply that many (only twice as she usually did), and she did 
not get good onions. She added that “I don’t want to apply too much because I have to eat it, too” (field note, 
December 10, 2011). 
72
 He also told me that he had to apply insecticides to his cabbages because “they get infested with bugs right after 
planting seedlings…. because they are probably tastier than weeds…. Bug infestation…. You can’t do natural 
farming!…” (field note, September 30, 2010). 
73
 At the same time, at least some organic farmers operate large farms. One farmer group in Saga, adjacent 
prefecture to Fukuoka, for instance, was awarded with a national governmental prize in 2011 for operating an 
orchard without pesticides or chemical fertilizers since 1987, and the farm size eventually grew to 13ha (over 32 
acre) with a governmental organic certificate. Importantly, the prices of organic products are higher partly because 
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Another farmer, the wife of a farmer locally famous for his red rice production and as a member 
of the local reduced pesticide movement in Itoshima since the mid-1980s echoed the sentiment 
of the necessity of pesticide use. She also pointed out a contradiction of many consumers and 
farmers who seek non-pesticide crops in order to align her family’s practice to the continuing use 
of “low toxic” pesticides although she simultaneously shared her anxiety about its potential 
toxicity to her health. This scene is at a lunch with the farmer family when I helped them on that 
day, and I just responded to the wife’s question that I helped the natural farmer: 
Wife: (snickering) 
Son: Why are you laughing? 
Wife: I hope she’s making a living with it [natural farming]. 
I: She is making a living. 
Wife: I’ve recently seen that kind of thing on TV, but I think they are irresponsible. 
I don’t want to apply pesticides, if possible, because it’s not good for your health. 
But, we have to make ends meet. We must harvest an enough quantity. Sometimes, 
people died from acute poisoning, but now it never happens because it’s low toxic. 
One time, a customer asked me if we apply pesticides, and that person was talking 
about many things I didn’t know…. 
Son: Non-pesticide worship [Munōyaku Shinkō]. 
Wife: I asked that person if you never get a shot. Those kinds of people must be 
using Fabreze [a P&G brand name of a deodorant] and bacterial disinfectants… 
(field note, December 18, 2011). 
 
Their experiences of crop damage and losing revenue as well as their perception of 
organic/natural farming’s economic viability permitted few other choices but to act in accordance 
with the latest pesticide rules by observing at least part of the rules regarding pesticide residues.  
This is despite some of their concerns about health, which was based on their “real” experience 
of themselves or someone they know and as part of a broader discourse. Thus, their subjectivity 
of a “good farmer” in the recent few decades includes an aspect to use pesticides when necessary 
more or less within the laws to produce safe (and delicious) food. This subjectivity was in 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
organic farmers could account for the loss that does not meet the quality standards. See 
www.maff.go.jp/kyusyu/seiryuu/kankyou/pdf/16kai.pdf (Accessed on May 20, 2014). 
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relation to farmers, such as organic/natural farmers (“irresponsible”), who do not follow these 
rules, yet create a false public perception of the viability of non-pesticide farming as well as 
conventional farmers who may complain about the pesticide regulations at the farmer’s market. 
Thus, these processes illustrate how hegemony of pesticides has been maintained relationally, 
with lived experience, and through institutional mechanism. 
 In sum, farmer organizations in multi-sited ways, with the directives, subsidies, and 
personnel from the governments, have created particular socio-natural relations around pesticides 
or particular types of pesticides, technologies, people, bugs, discourses, and subjectivity. Those 
means included collectivization of pesticide applications, applying pesticides on rice seedling 
beds by Nōkyō, using thinner rice seedlings in line with the new rice seedling planting machine, 
and keeping pesticide journal. As illustrated in the examples of pesticide application tasks, 
however, actual practices do not neatly match official pronouncements because different logics 
of socio-natural relationships, such as economic interests, practical needs for waste disposal (no 
disposal facility being set up) or weed elimination, and bodily reactions, can either contradict or 
show limitations of the logics of official rules. Yet, the uneven relationships that have constituted 
the agro-environmental regimes and pesticides have been such that the farmers 
disproportionately subjected themselves to rules that, in particular, govern pesticide residues of 
food closely, but much less so for other instances, such as wearing the light gear, pesticide 
leftover management, and applying extra pesticides than specified, although those farmers’ 
actions may have subtle and long-term implications for farmers’ own health or non-human actors 
(Uemura et al. 2006:72-111). One can, for example, refer to recent reports of how the latest 
introduction neo-nicotinoid pesticides (and residues on food) since the mid-1990s have been 
linked to health problems of humans and non-humans (especially bees) worldwide, such as 
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memory issues, dizziness, and other nerve-related issues as well as disappearance of bees used 
for pollination in conventional agriculture (Aoyama 2010; Nagami, Shiigai, Maejima, Nishigaki, 
and Natsukawa 2012). 
 Further, while I emphasized the continuities of the pesticide use since the end of World 
War II/Japanese empire, I also pointed out the subtle shifts over time in a few ways. It was a shift 
from “highly toxic” to “low toxic” pesticides that are made less likely to disperse, and from 
applying pesticides irrespective of actual necessity to doing so more pointedly (IPM, more 
below). Few regulations on farmers’ uses existed, but increasingly, the regulations closely 
monitor farmers’ uses especially in relation to residues on crops (which are linked to “food 
safety”). “Reduced/low” pesticides are often used liberally. All of these, I argued, produced a 
appearance of “food safety” (Galt 2011:241). In the following section, I will discuss how 
“reduced” pesticide use has been associated with the emerging regime of “environmental 
conservation agriculture,” which has also been associated with more organic fertilizers as well as, 
to a certain degree, biological diversity in farmland. Finally, all actors of conventional farming 
except the bugs and other non-human actors in and around rice paddies have related to pesticides 
as a means to annihilate many non-human actors, especially up to the 1980s, largely for 
economic logics (e.g., efficiency, crop yields, and incomes).  
 
A Short History of Agro-Environmental Policy in Contemporary Japan 
As suggested, the agricultural modernization especially in the 1950s and 1960s, has also 
produced consequences that came to be deemed negative.74 In this section, I will probe further 
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 They included pollution, production of greenhouse gases (e.g., nitrous oxide), damaging health for farmers and 
consumers (often from food additives and pesticide residues), deteriorating soil quality, less nutritious crops, and 
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how these reactions of (non-)human actors as well as the larger political economy have translated 
into the formation of the “environmental conservation agriculture” regime. This regime has 
largely focused on the reduction of “environmental negatives” especially from pesticides and 
chemical fertilizers, and has been still oriented toward “productivism.” It also has close parallels 
to the ecological modernization model of the “balance” between economic and ecological logics 
(see below). This “balance” has been suggested in the previous sections on technological 
solutions to the ecology/economy issue and the introductory vignette about storks and rice 
production from Toyooka city. In part, I will draw an illustration from my fieldwork to discuss 
how the materiality and technology of new hybrid organic and chemical fertilizers (a fertilizer 
regime) have become a part of the “environmental conservation agriculture” despite the fact that 
conventional farmers may not have incorporated this ecological aspect in their discourse and 
subjectivity. Thus, this section will highlight some shifts as well as a few continuities from the 
decades since the mid-20th century (see next chapter for Itoshima case). 
In the 1960s and 1970s at the height of agricultural modernization, small, but increasing 
numbers of farmers began to explore alternative forms of agriculture and distribution methods 
away from mass market. For example, young activist farmers in Sanrizuka in an outskirt of 
Tokyo changed their farm practices against, in their minds, what the national government or 
“modern” represented in their long struggle against the government’s forcible efforts to 
appropriate their farmland without their consent and to construct the largest international airport 
in Japan around 1970. They were trying to figure out a more “traditional,” yet still economical 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
declining biodiversity in the agricultural land (Francks, Boestel, and Kim 1999:79, 82; Masugata 2008:42-43; 
Setboonsarng and Gilman 2003). 
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way of farming (away from costly high inputs farming, that is “organic”), producing food, and 
living their lives (Sanrizuka Biseibutsu Nōhō no Kai Wan Pakku Gurūpu 1981:128-33). 
Similarly, many consumers gradually became concerned with food safety, due in large 
part to food scares from both imported and domestic sources (Cwiertka 2006; Hirata Kimura and 
Nishiyama 2008:52-53; Masugata 2008; Tanaka 2008; Yamamoto 2008). This heightening food 
safety concern helps to explain the popularity of the 1975 book, Fukugō Osen (Multi-Compound 
Pollution) by a noted novelist and playwright, Sawako Ariyoshi who followed the example of 
Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring published in 1962, which was translated into Japanese in 1964. 
Her book was based on a series of essays in a major national daily newspaper, Asahi Shinbun, 
and she documented how a variety of pollution sources such as pesticides, chemical fertilizers, 
and food additives caused a variety of health and other problems (Kumazawa 1996:iii). The 
organic agricultural movement and the reduced agricultural chemicals movement that emerged in 
since the 1970s at the grassroots level, often made in direct relationships with consumer groups. 
Many of them were formed in this period partly because their increasing concerns about food 
and other issues, such as recycling, water pollution by synthetic soaps, and carbon emission 
(Lam 2011:239; Masugata 2008; Tokuno 2002:43).75 
However, the national government was slower in integrating ecological concerns into its 
agrarian policy. It did so to respond to pressures from multiple directions, and I will argue the 
extent to which it has incorporated ecological concerns shows a close affinity with the ecological 
modernization model partly because of the largely technical and instrumental measures without 
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 The Japan Organic Agriculture Association was founded in 1971 (http://www.joaa.net/english/index-
eng.htm)(Accessed on April 19, 2014). Also, these new consumer groups were outgrowth of the new left 
organizations in Japan (Moen 1997, 2000). One such food cooperative, Seikatsu Club (Seikatsu Kurabu Seikyō), 
with more than 300,000 members mostly in metropolitan areas, successfully campaigned to elect many of its largely 
female members in municipal and prefectural governments since the 1980s (Lam 2011:239). 
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asking “deeper” structural causes or social justice (Korhonen 2008). To briefly review the theory 
of “ecological modernization,” it explains the process in which environmental improvement is 
made through technological development and cooperative relationships among the state, the civil 
society (including social movements), science, and the industry in contemporary liberal 
democratic capitalist societies or under “modernity” (Barrett and Fisher 2005; Revell 2003). In 
this picture, economic growth does not necessarily lead to environmental degradation because 
environmentally friendly policy can usher efficiency and innovation, thereby creating a ground 
for further economic development, including the creation of “green” jobs and market (that 
exchanges products and services, such as green tourism)(Revell 2003). Such a society carves out 
the “ecological sphere” from political and economic ones in their state and industrial policy-
making as a distinct area of improvement and as a counter-balance to modern economic 
rationality (Maruyama 2006:181-87). Moreover, the ecological modernization produces 
environmental policy instruments that concretely measure and implement ecological practices, 
such as voluntary agreements, eco-audit and management systems and reform of fiscal measures 
along ecological lines (Baker 2007). The “eco-efficiency,” for example, is measured by 
economic production (typically by GDP) relative to indicators of environmental impacts, such as 
resource consumption (e.g., energy) and pollution emission (e.g., carbon dioxide)(York, Rosa, 
and Dietz 2010:84). By implication, then, agro-environmental knowledge gets created and 
implemented cooperatively and rationally through science and other decision-making processes. 
The first time official national agricultural ministry’s reports began to incorporate some 
explicit environmental languages was in the 1980s. In 1987, for instance, the Japanese 
government initiated a program of “Specially Grown Rice” (Tokubetsu Saibai Mai or Tokusaimai 
in short)(Inagaki 1989:26). This program, partly responding to consumers’ desires for safer and 
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healthier food that was also ecological, allowed conventional rice farmers to voluntarily sell their 
“Specially Grown Rice” to consumers via retailers or directly (often bypassing the farmer 
cooperative organization and wholesale), initially with reservations and the amount limit per 
customer. Importantly, this was also a governmental attempt to regulate a pre-existing “black” 
market of rice outside the government regulation (Inagaki 1989:27-28; Tokubetsu Saibaimai 
Jireishū Kankō Kai 1991:5). 76 It was also a response to the international agricultural negotiations 
that reduced domestic governmental protection of agricultural production, yet allowed the “green 
box” rules to help protect domestic agriculture in particular ways, as described below (McCarthy 
2005:774; Rosset 2006:33-34). 
In this rice program, the farmer-consumer relationships initially decided how rice was 
“specially grown” – based on two main criteria that were “remarkably different” (ichijirushiku 
kotonaru) from the “regular” growing methods: pesticides and fertilizers (Tokubetsu Saibaimai 
Jireishū Kankō Kai 1991:105). More specifically, the method could be one of the following four: 
no synthetic pesticides/no chemical fertilizers, reduced synthetic pesticides/no chemical 
fertilizers, no synthetic pesticides/reduced chemical fertilizers, or reduced synthetic 
pesticide/reduced chemical fertilizers (see below for more discussions on fertilizers).77 The 
farmers and consumers could decide on mutually agreed prices, and this economic incentive 
enrolled many farmers who could earn more money than they would have from the regular 
market with declining rice prices. 
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 It should be noted that it used to be legal for conventional farmers to sell their rice only to their agricultural 
cooperative organizations, and consumers had purchased rice only at the end of multi-layered legally-approved 
distribution routes. 
77
 From 2004, to avoid confusions, the criteria became just using synthetic pesticides and chemical fertilizers that are 
reduced more than 50% of the regionally “customary level” (Nōkō to Engei 2004:36-38). 
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A 1991 booklet on this program, for example, featured 26 farmers around the country 
who took advantage of this program (Tokubetsu Saibaimai Jireishū Kankō Kai 1991). Many of 
them were explicitly organic farmers who had been practicing it for some time, but virtually all 
indicate economic reasons by citing consumer needs of producing “safe and delicious” rice 
(Tokubetsu Saibaimai Jireishū Kankō Kai 1991:5). Following the patterns of the previous section, 
however, it is much less likely that the farmers, including organic farmers, stated the ecological 
reason. This is the case even when the forward of this booklet edited by a collective which was 
most likely non-farmers themselves told the reader about this rationale among others.78 For 
example, one farmer group in Hokkaidō in northern Japan was described as saying “the reason 
why we chose the Specially Grown Rice program is… ‘the future of agriculture is very 
gloomy’…” (Tokubetsu Saibaimai Jireishū Kankō Kai 1991:16). The punch line of one organic 
farmer group (which in fact applies a herbicide once) since 1974 was “we can’t send vegetables 
drenched in pesticides [to consumers] when we are trusted to make food” (Tokubetsu Saibaimai 
Jireishū Kankō Kai 1991:46). It indicates two of the main reasons (food safety and “trust” 
especially built through personal relationships through direct contacts and occasional 
meetings/gatherings) why many farmers decided to go “organic” or reduce pesticides in the late 
1960s and 1970s and maintain the relationships with consumers (another being their concern for 
their own health). In this regard, the reason was not “ecological” in the environmentalist sense. 
Only a few self-identified organic farmers noted more “ecological” reasons of farming in co-
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 The first few paragraphs of the forward is the following: “We have arrived at an era when we can directly 
purchase rice we eat daily from producers (farmers). And, that rice was born and grown from the soil carefully 
cultivated with organic materials such as compost and minimal use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides. In the 
midst of the rise of 'health food inclination,' we truly feel the importance of organic cultivation of rice and 
vegetables that is 'friendly to people and nature' when we reflect anew on the environment such as water, air, and the 
land as well as natural cycles and their amazing vitality, and when we think about the relationship between humans 
and nature (Tokubetsu Saibaimai Jireishū Kankō Kai 1991:5). 
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existence with larger nature (Tokubetsu Saibaimai Jireishū Kankō Kai 1991:50, 62).79 On the 
other hand, the comment of a local consumer group that interacted with the farmer group 
indicated slightly different rationales that included the direct farmer-consumer relationships (in 
which farmers, according to the description, also appreciated the opportunity to understand what 
consumers wanted) and ecological, besides being “safe.” For instance, the head of this consumer 
group is quoted: 
…If you think about the earth as a whole, I think the current growing 
method will destroy the soil and agriculture itself. We need a dialog between 
producers and consumers…. Producers, consumers, we live on this earth together. 
Environmental problems will definitely come back to us, so we communicate with 
each other and ask to produce with a method that is good for the body and the 
environment… (p. 17).80 
 
As suggested above, this discrepancy between farmers and consumers can often be seen twenty 
years later.81 In addition, the ecological consciousness of the ordinary Japanese in the early 1990s 
was said to be generally “weak” and locally centered.82 It indicates a largely top-down nature of 
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 For example, “we want to practice agricultural methods that do not destroy a natural cycle because agricultural 
products are naturally produced in nature...” (Tokubetsu Saibaimai Jireishū Kankō Kai 1991:62). “We have 'protect 
human health and the earth's environment' at the origin of specially grown rice, and it has been a consistent idea 
since we began growing [non-pesticide] vegetables [in 1981]. We will practice and educate others about farming that 
does not use chemical fertilizers or pesticides so that we protect farmers from destroying their health or prevent 
pollution from rivers.... We minimize the emergence of pest bugs by co-existing with all creatures and in ecological 
balance, but when abnormal weathers and mass appearance of pest bugs occur, we will respond by working with 
consumers” (Tokubetsu Saibaimai Jireishū Kankō Kai 1991:50). 
80
 Ironically possibly (depending on the meaning of “the body,” or karada – whose body?), with the engagement 
with the new method, the farmer group appear to have had a harder time weeding without using any herbicides 
because they lacked enough labor. 
81
 To quote again the young farmer from Fukui district in 2010 who made the link between pesticides (and chemical 
fertilizers) and food safety (and flavors), but not ecological benefits, in a city government publication: 
 
…As a business, I can produce vegetables as mere products if I use a lot of chemical fertilizers 
and pesticides. I think it’s more profitable that way. But, I chose to produce agricultural products 
[nōgyō seisan butsu] that are safe and delicious because everyone eats them… (Kamo 2010:2). 
 
82I propose that the Japanese government’s agricultural policy shift toward the “environmental conservation” in the 
1980s and 1990s was not so much about the grassroots ecological movements or awareness. Environmental 
movements in Japan seems to have been largely locally-based and limited in its clout, membership, and endurance 
(Mason 1999). This was despite the shift on environmental issues in general occurred from the focus on pollution 
resulted from industrialization in the 1960s and 1970s and subsequent localized anti-pollution movements to global 
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the “environmental conservation agriculture” regime that incorporated many of the grassroots 
and international developments. 
 In 1992, the national government adopted the term, “environmental conservation 
agriculture” (or kankyō hozengata nōgyō in Japanese), to explicitly address environmental 
conservation in farming (G. Sato 2004:50, 53, 55). This was a “sustainable agriculture that, while 
balancing with productivity, takes advantage of agricultural function to circulate materials and 
reduces its reliance on environmental negatives, such as usages of chemical fertilizers and 
pesticides” (my translation, Kumazawa 1996:ii).83 The emphasis was still “productivity,” and it 
was to address environmental “negatives,” such as soil deterioration and pollution due to agro-
chemical uses. By the end of 1993, by the top-down mandate, each prefectural government 
adopted a basic plan for this type of agriculture. From 1994, municipalities were encouraged to 
come up with their own plans, as in Maebaru city adjacent to Nijō town (which did not come up 
with any such plan)(see next chapter). By the early 2000s, about 45% of all municipalities had 
such a plan.84 
The main conventional farmer organization was also involved in the new initiative. Japan 
Agriculture (JA) Zenchū (Central Union of Agricultural Co-operatives) is an apex body of 
Japan’s mainstream agricultural co-operative movement, representing the interests of agricultural 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
environmental issues and actions in the 1980s and 1990s, although pollution in Japan continues (Low et al. 1999:96-
97, 98-99). Likewise, at least in the early 1990s, the modern environmental consciousness among the Japanese was 
said to be relatively “weak” (Mason 1999). For example, a 1993 Gallup-affiliated survey found that among the 
surveyed industrialized countries, Japanese respondents ranked the lowest in terms of paying higher price to protect 
the environment. The highest percentage of Japanese respondents in another survey of 24 industrialized countries 
replied they were “completely disinterested” in environmental issues. The Gallup poll also showed only 11% of the 
Japanese respondents believed individuals and citizens’ groups can create “a great deal” of effect to solve 
environmental problems. As will be shown in the following chapter, however, ordinary Japanese people’s 
“environmental” consciousness tend to be more local and grounded in their daily realities. 
83
 The definition in Japanese is that “nōgyō no motsu buttsushitsu jyunkan kinō wo ikashi, seisansei tono cyouwa 
nado ni ryūi shitsutsu, kagakuhiryō, nōyaku no shiyō tō niyoru kankyōfuka no teigen ni hairyo shita jizokutekina 
nōgyō” (Kumazawa 1996:ii). 
84
 Yet, this rather fast and top-down development does not tell why those municipalities decided to adopt the kinds 
of plan they came up with and how those plans had been implemented on the ground. 
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co-operative organizations (JA or Nōkyō Group).85 In their 1993 survey to 1382 local member 
branches around the country, JA Zenchū reported that among 44% of those branches that 
responded, about 70% engaged in some form of “environmental conservation agriculture” that 
incorporated the IPM methods (Itō 1996:85-88).86 They engaged in “cultivating soil” (tsuchi 
zukuri)(72% of the respondents – by incorporating some form of organic materials, such as rice 
straws, fowl droppings, and rice bran), “efficient crop rotations” (41%), reduced 
pesticides/chemical fertilizers (the latter linked to deteriorating soil quality and crop flavors), 
introducing disease resistant varieties (thereby reducing pesticides), establishing a compost place, 
coordinating with livestock farmers, and organic farming (all answer choices that each attracted 
more than 30%). 
On the other hand, the survey respondents also listed numerous issues (similar to the IPM 
survey above), including more required labor (40% of the respondents), more costly production 
(36%), low crop prices and uncertain outputs (26%), difficulty in finding buyers with right prices 
(26%), low and uncertain income (25%), difficulty in securing compost (21%), and difficulty in 
coordinating with other farmers (19%). In fact, in the mid-1990s, a survey of JA nationwide by 
the MAFF suggests that only a tiny minority among the JA member farmers engaged in 
“reduced” pesticides and chemical fertilizers in rice (5%), vegetables (1%), and fruits 
(5%)(Inoue 1998:15).87 
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 From: www.zenchu-ja.or.jp/eng/objectives/index.html (Accessed on November 5, 2012). 
86
 Of course, one must take into account the likelihood that those branches that responded were more likely to be 
engaged in what their parent organization asked. At the same time, the survey indicated many local mainstream 
farmer groups engaged in some form of environmental conservation farming by 1993. In addition, these activities 
were organized by either a local JA branch as a whole or one or more groups (formed around particular crops) in a 
given local JA branch. 
87
 In 1997, moreover, a national group of a few academics, food distributors, prefectural governmental 
representatives, JA Zenchū, and the largest consumer co-op federation in Japan, Japan Consumer Co-operation 
(Nihon Seikatsu Kyōdō Kumiai Rengōkai)(19 million members) announced the “Environmental Conservation 
Agriculture Promotion Charter” (Kankyō Hozengata Nōgyō Suishin Kenshō)(http://www.ecofarm-
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In 1999, the Japanese government inaugurated a major agricultural policy, the Basic Law 
on Food, Agriculture and Rural Areas (Kishi 2009b). The new law had four major principles 
(Izcara Palacios 2005:189). First, it was to secure a stable food supply. Second, it was to fulfill 
“multifunctional” roles of agriculture, such as prevention of flood or soil erosion and 
preservation of water resources in rice paddies – the idea borrowed from the European 
counterparts.88 Third, it was to contribute to sustainable agricultural development, such as 
providing financial aids for farmers who introduce an integrated production method (e.g., IPM) 
that reduces the use of chemicals and fertilizers and enriches the soil with livestock manure. 
Fourth, it was to economically develop rural areas, including hilly and mountainous areas 
through government subsidies. One could readily see the substantial continuities in the 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
net.jp/02charter/index.html)(Accessed on November 19, 2012). It asked a number of goals for different groups. For 
farmers, it asked, for instance, to reduce pesticides and chemical fertilizers to impose less damage to the natural 
environment as well as to recycle farm animal wastes in remaking good agricultural soils. For consumers, it urged to 
recognize the importance of farming that promotes many environmental benefits, to buy food not based on mere 
appearance of crops, and to eat food produced in season. 
88
 The 1980s also saw the idea of “multifunctionality” of agriculture, especially in European countries, and the 
Japanese government’s policy shift toward the environmental conservation agriculture in the 1980s and 1990s partly 
had to do with its international political negotiations and calculations. It was to recognize and take into account 
agriculture’s multiple environmental and societal benefits beyond mere agricultural outputs, such as preserving 
biodiversity, reducing the likelihood of floods, and maintaining local traditional cultures (K. Sato 2004:10-14). Then 
European Community (EC) began their direct payment for “environmental conservation agriculture” in terms of the 
preservation of landscape, biodiversity, and water quality in 1985 (Kishi 2009a:53). EC and a few allied countries, 
such as Japan, promoted the concept to create a new “green box” safe from trade liberalization during the GATT’s 
Uruguay Round negotiations between 1986 and 1994 (McCarthy 2005:774; Rosset 2006:33-34). 
     More broadly, by 1989, the Japanese government became aware of the relative high priority of global 
environmental issues in international diplomacy in the context of the ending Cold War (Low, Nakayama, and 
Yoshioka 1999:92). It was also aware of increasing international criticisms of Japanese corporate resource 
exploitation and environmental damages in Southeast Asia in the 1980s (Dauvergne 1997). In this context, it hosted 
an international conference on global environmental problems in 1989 apparently to impress the western world that 
had largely seen Japan as an environmental pariah (Low et al. 1999:93; Mason 1999). To counter such a negative 
view, the Japanese government tried to take a leadership role in the 1992 United Nations (UN) conference on 
Environment and Development (the Earth Summit) in Brazil (Mason 1999). The conference advanced the ideas of 
sustainable agriculture and biological diversity (or biodiversity in short) although it was a compromise among 
powerful parties that did not question the prevailing global political economic structures and ideas (Chatterjee and 
Finger 1994:41-43; McAfee 1999). Nonetheless, Japan exercised leadership at the Rio conference, offered strong 
support - in the early 1990s at least - for stabilizing carbon dioxide emissions, earmarked substantial portions of 
Overseas Development Assistance (ODA) for environmental purposes, and became a leading developer and 
purveyor of technological solutions to pollution problems. At the conference, Japan also signed onto the 
international biological diversity convention.  In 1993, the Japanese Diet passed the Basic Environment Law, though 
it was just a guideline without enforcement mechanism (Dauvergne 1997:26). In December 1997, Japan hosted the 
UN Framework Convention on Climate Change in Kyoto and brokered an agreement. 
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“Specially Grown Rice” since the mid-1980s, including the focus on “environmental negatives” 
and the “productivist” focus (securing food supply, that is “quantity” rather than “quality”), 
thereby secondary considerations of ecological and other issues (G. Sato 2004:53, 58; Izcara 
Palacios 2005:189; Masugata 2008:126). Izcara Palacios (2005:189-91) notes that this law was 
partly in response to a couple of concerns. One was the growing apprehension about the safety of 
domestically-processed and especially imported food among the Japanese, and the other was the 
increasing transnational pressure to open up more of the Japanese market (also Nakajima, 
Furusawa, and Yokogawa 2005:235). The rationale is that food produced by more 
“environmental conservation” methods would minimize both the risk of food contamination and 
the blow to Japanese agriculture by justifying the government protection as a form of “green 
box” in the neo-liberalizing trade relations (Nakagawa 2004:28; Nōrin Suisan Shō 2008b:58, 62). 
In 2005, moreover, the MAFF announced the New Food, Agriculture, and Farming 
Village Basic Plan. This was within the larger framework of the 1999 law and aimed towards the 
sustainable agricultural development and healthy development of multifunctionality in 
agriculture. The plan consisted of three main objectives: (1) to secure stable farm economic 
management of products mostly for large-scale farmers (Mashima 2008:60-61); (2) to 
reconfigure the support system for rice production; and (3) to improve preservation of resources 
and natural environment, such as agricultural lands and water (Nōchi, Mizu, Kankyō Hozen 
Kōjyō Taisaku Shitsu 2006).89 In this scheme, the government was to facilitate and support a 
variety of activities that included non-farming community actors. Farmers and non-farmers in the 
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 In Chapter 5, I will examine the most popular part of this program, planting ornamental flowers in Fukui district, 
implemented since 2007 under the name of Agricultural Land, Water, Environmental Conservation Improvement 
Policy (Nōchi, Mizu, Kankyō Hozen Kōjyō Taisaku, my translation) with other districts nationwide that covered one 
fourth of participating Japanese agricultural land (Nōrin Suisan Shō 2008b:70-71). Also, the strategy against the 
climate change from the same year in 2007 included technological innovations of crops for a warmer climate, 
research on trends of major crops and administrative guidance, and biomass usage (i.e., recycling of food and animal 
waste and of construction debris)(Nōrin Suisan Shō 2008b:52-55). 
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community were to maintain agricultural resources and infrastructure such as waterways. The 
government was also to financially support farmers who engage in “progressive farming” 
(senshinteki einō), such as substantially reducing the use of agricultural chemicals (Kishi 
2009a:59). According to the MAFF statistics, those agricultural groups (nōgyō keiei tai) that 
reduced synthetic pesticide and chemical fertilizers uses as of 2005 were 78.6% and 61.8% of 
931,193 such groups nationwide, respectively (Nōrin Suisan Shō 2010:89).90 
 However, it should be noted again that the discourse of “reduced” pesticides often hide 
uneven practices. In addition to the points made previously, I point out that (1) the reduction 
governmental standards of pesticides and chemical fertilizers are determined by either 
prefectural or municipal levels, which vary; and (2) at least many of these measures have not had 
effective enforcement measures, including the national program of “eco-farmers” since 1999 
(“Law Promoting Highly Sustainable Agricultural Production Methods”)(Fukuoka Ken, n.d.). If 
farmers pledge to meet criteria on incorporating organic fertilizers based on scientific soil 
analysis, and reducing chemical fertilizers and pesticides, they automatically receive an “eco-
farmer” certificate from the prefectural government. In Fukuoka, a reduction of one pesticide use 
would count. According to the representative of Fukuoka extension office, this means 30% 
reduction from the “prefectural standard” that covers a variety of landscapes and farming 
conditions requiring on-the-ground judgment on pesticide use (rather than one “average”)(field 
note, December 22, 2011). On the one hand, the number of “eco-farmer” certificate holders 
nationally steadily increased since 1999 (the first recording year) of mere 13 to 216,341 in 2011, 
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 “Agricultural groups” produce agricultural products by themselves or contract to perform farm work where the 
farm is larger than 30a; or their particular farm operations meet at least one of these criteria – larger than 15a for 
outdoor vegetable fields, 350m2 for vegetable greenhouses, or owning more than one milk cow (Nōrin Suisan Shō 
2008b:173). 
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then declined to 201,760 in 2012 (Nōrin Suisan Shō 2013).91 In Fukuoka prefecture, the number 
steadily increased from 3 in 2000 to 3,238  in 2009, then it has declined since then to 1,684 in 
2012 (out of over 95,000 farmers in Fukuoka prefecture in 2005).92 In Itoshima city, 305 farmer 
households held the certificate in 2010.93 Yet, as one conventional farmer and the “eco-farmer” 
certificate holder in his 30s told me, there is little enforcement mechanism in terms of whether 
farmers actually adhere to the plan (despite the fact that it is said on paper that the governor can 
request individual farmers  about the implementation of the plan)(field note, November 10, 
2010). The representative of Fukuoka extension office similarly said that this plan is a “goal” 
(mokuhyō), and there is little enforcement. When I followed up with the question, “even if 
farmers don’t actually follow the plan?,” he said “yes” (i.e., there is no enforcement to actually 
check any discrepancy between the “goal” and actual practice)(field note, December 22, 2011). 
This is another instance of a technical solution to varying socio-natural relations without 
ensuring the “environmental” practice while attempting to boost food consumption (ecological 
modernization). 
In addition, the national government in the 2000s has put forth more explicit engagement 
with biological diversity in farmland following the international trend, as in the 2007 
Biodiversity Strategy by the MAFF which claimed a shift of its focus from reactively dealing 
with negative effects on biodiversity by agricultural activities, such as reduced usages of 
agricultural chemicals, to more proactive measures to promote biodiversity (Nōrin Suisan Shō 
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 From: www.maff.go.jp/j/wpaper/w_maff/h24_h/trend/part1/chap3/c3_8_01.html (Accessed on May 22, 2014).   
92
 From: www.maff.go.jp/j/seisan/kankyo/hozen_type/h_eco/ (Accessed on July 29, 2014). 
93
 From: “‘Itoshima Nōryoku o Hagukumu Kihon Keikaku’ ni Kakageru Mokuhyōchi no Shinpo Jōkyō (Heisei 23 
Nendo).” (www.city.itoshima.lg.jp/uploaded/attachment/5769.pdf)(Accessed on September 3, 2013). 
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2008b:59).94 Yet, if my fieldwork as described in the next two chapters is of any indication, it is 
difficult to discern any clear results despite some evidence that there is a good amount of 
consumer support for such program – some reasons I will explore in chapter 3.95 
Similarly, organic agriculture/food, which began at the grassroots level, has largely been 
incorporated under “environmental conservation agriculture” which has focused on 
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 Until the 1990s, it appears that there had been only a few laws and policies regarding biodiversity in 
Japan. In 2002 and 2007, the Japanese cabinet adopted the second and third National Biodiversity Strategies 
respectively that laid out targets and basic directions for conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity, 
predicated upon the 1992 international convention on biological diversity (Kankyō Shō 2007; Watanabe and 
Washitani 2004b:128). The 2007 strategy lays out general plans, such as “mainstreaming” biodiversity in daily life 
(e.g., education that engages the five senses to experience biodiversity), enhancing local community projects (e.g., 
encouraging agriculture that contributes to biodiversity), and conducting a nation-wide ecosystem assessment 
(Kankyō Shō 2007). 
The national agricultural policy has incorporated biodiversity in recent years. It first acknowledges the 
basic premise of the international biodiversity convention that biodiversity consists of ecosystems, species, genetics, 
and relations among them (Nōrin Suisan Shō 2008b:58). It further acknowledges that practices of agriculture, 
forestry, fishery – in short, humans – have maintained the natural environment, including biodiversity. Biodiversity 
is said to secure useful genetic resources and to become a source for local traditional cultures. Combined with 
sustainable and environment conservation agriculture, the MAFF sees that biodiversity stably provides safe and high 
quality food and contributes to revitalization of agriculture and agricultural villages. Furthermore, the 2007 
Biodiversity Strategy by the MAFF claims a shift of its focus from reactively dealing with negative effects on 
biodiversity by agricultural activities, such as reduced usages of agricultural chemicals, to more proactive measures 
to promote biodiversity (Nōrin Suisan Shō 2008b:59). Those proactive measures include the promotion of 
environmental conservation agriculture, such as organic agriculture, the maintenance of production infrastructure in 
consideration of biodiversity, the development of biodiversity indicators, and the creation of a set of policy dealing 
with wild birds and animals that may cause troubles to humans. The last measure is interesting because it clearly 
prioritizes the interests of humans. Yet, it is unclear to what extent these guidelines have actually played out 
concretely on the ground and how they have been related to other actors’ agro-environmental knowledge (Tsutaya 
2005:17). 
95
 Recent national surveys, such as a Japanese Cabinet Office survey of over 1,900 people over 20 years old in June 
2012, suggested that the ecological and biodiversity awareness may have gained more citizen recognition by the 
early 2010s (unsure about the sampling methods). Over 33% and more than 19% of respondents recognized the 
terms, “3Rs (reduce, reuse and recycle)” and “biodiversity,” respectively, up from 29.7% and 12.8% in the previous 
survey in June 2009 (Japan for Sustainability 2012). A 2010 MAFF survey of 1515 respondents also suggested that, 
on average, they were willing to donate 6,512 yen (or about $65) to projects to protect biodiversity after they 
listened to an introductory remark of the survey describing environmental conservation agricultural projects and 
how rice paddies preserve biodiversity. Similarly, they replied they would pay 873 more yen (about $9) per 10 
kilograms of rice if rice was produced with environmental conservation methods. This appears to be approximately 
the actual price difference between the regular rice and the rice produced by environmental conservation methods 
(Kimura 2010). Another MAFF research (Tanaka 2010) seems to suggest that the rice will be able to sell with a 
higher price, with a note that rice was produced with a biodiversity-friendly method (Ikimono Mai)(39 examples 
nationwide) and with a clear message about the concrete production purposes (e.g., to increase the number of 
particular birds), than rice without those notes or even rice produced by an “environmentally-friendly” method, but 
without a clear and concrete message. While I do not examine the governmental agro-environmental and 
biodiversity programs from the consumer side in the following chapters, I do recognize the critical importance of 
enrolling consumers for successful programs. As suggested, foregrounding Nonhuman charisma, such as birds, is 
also effective in this “environmental conservation agriculture” governmentality’s success (Lorimer 2007). 
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“productivity” and “environmental negatives” as well as a requirement of a costly organic food 
certification while its more radical elements have been left unsupported by the government.96 97 
This is, for example, how the MAFF defined organic farming in their 2013 government 
publication: 
As a part of the environmental conservation agriculture, it is important to promote 
the organic farming initiative. Organic farming uses a method to reduce 
environmental harms as much as possible with the basis of no use of chemical 
fertilizers or pesticides or no reliance on genetically modified technology (Nōrin 
Suisan Shō 2013).98 
 
In March 2004, only 0.1% of farming households in Japan was eligible to carry the 
official organic label (4,453 households), and only 0.16% of the agricultural crops on market was 
estimated to be officially organic products made in Japan (Sugihara 2006:34).99 In 2012, the 
officially organic farmland was 0.21% of all agricultural lands in Japan (from 0.18% in 2009).100 
Official organic products were only one thirtieth of other “reduced” pesticide/chemical fertilizer 
                                                           
96
 For example, the MAFF in 2012 planned for further farmland consolidation and infrastructure construction for 
larger farms as well as crop export and branded “Japanese food” promotion, as a part of their overall strategy of 
“agriculture on the offensive” (seme no nōgyō)(Nōrin Suisan Shō 
2013)(www.maff.go.jp/j/wpaper/w_maff/h24_h/trend/part1/chap3/index.html)(Accessed on May 22, 2014). 
97
 The recent “public comment” by Japan Organic Agriculture Association submitted in response to the MAFF's 
proposal to elaborate the basic plan of the 2006 Organic Agriculture Promotion law suggests the 
compartmentalization of organic farming into the “environmental conservation agriculture” (Japan Organic 
Agriculture Association 2014). For example, they object that farming methods are conceptualized not as a part of the 
whole ecological dynamics. They say that organic farming relies primarily on locally available materials (not buying 
from somewhere) and also takes advantage of plants that minimize the growth of weeds and later become fertilizers. 
98
 From: http://www.maff.go.jp/j/wpaper/w_maff/h24_h/trend/part1/chap3/c3_8_01.html (Accessed on May 22, 
2014). 
99
 These numbers do not include “organic,” “natural,” or other non-conventional farmers that do not seek the official 
recognition for a variety of reasons, including the expertise, costs, and time to go through the certificate recognition 
and maintenance process (see footnote below). 
100
 From: http://www.maff.go.jp/j/wpaper/w_maff/h24_h/trend/part1/chap3/c3_8_01.html (Accessed on May 22, 
2014). The increase was partly because the overall officially recognized organic farmland has been increasing from 
8,506ha in 2009 to 9,495ha in 2012, and partly because the overall agricultural land in Japan has been declining 
from 4,628,000ha in 2009 to 4,561,000ha in 2012. 
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products.101 In addition, the Genetically Modified seeds and food in Japan have been legal, but 
quite limited due to consumer resistance and food labeling law since 2001 (Honda 2010:5-6).102 
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 As Masugata (2008:128-136) indicates, governmental support for organic agriculture has been gradual 
and secondary. Since the mid-1970s, some elected officials at the national level were in fact suggesting the 
possibility of organic farming in policy after Ariyoshi’s alarming essays on food and environmental contamination 
(Harayama 2011:276-79). The attitude of the agricultural minister then was to point out both the difficulty of non-
pesticide farming in a humid climate like Japan and the usefulness of using organic fertilizers to reverse soil 
deterioration caused by chemical fertilizers. The national government’s 1987 White Paper on Agriculture, however, 
mentioned organic agriculture for the first time in the context of developing a style of agricultural products to meet 
the needs of consumers, such as their desires for high quality/branded food and good health (Nōrin Suisan Syō 
1987:15). In 1989, the Japanese Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, and Fishery (MAFF) created the organic 
agriculture strategy office (Yūki Nōgyō Taisaku Shitsu), which was converted into the “environmental conservation 
agriculture” strategy office in 1992 (Kumazawa 1996:ii; Sugihara 2006:32). 
This incorporation and the creation of the following categories suggest how “environmental conservation 
agriculture” tried to delimit organic agriculture in a particular form. In 1993, the MAFF issued guidelines for the 
labeling of organic produce. These guidelines classify agricultural produce into several categories based primarily 
upon the amount of pesticides and chemical fertilizers used in the production process, such as “organic agricultural 
produce” (e.g., cultivated in farm fields not applied with pesticides or chemical fertilizers for over three years & no 
genetically modified seeds), “agricultural produce grown without pesticides” (munōyaku) and “agricultural produce 
grown with reduced amounts of pesticide” (Setboonsarng and Gilman 2003). These criteria followed international 
standards of organic products (Sugihara 2006:32). The national governmental definition of organic agricultural 
production principle since 2000 is “to maintain and promote agricultural natural circulative functions, it is to 
produce in the farmland that has adopted cultivation management methods that reduce negative effects of 
agricultural production on the environment as much as possible, while avoiding the use of chemically synthesized 
fertilizers and pesticides as a principle and increasing the productivity of agricultural land based on soil quality 
(quoted in Sugihara 2006:19-20). It suggests the focus is also productivity and reducing negative effects of 
pesticides and chemical fertilizers, as in the conceptualization of environmental conservation agriculture. It also 
indicates crops as commodities to be sold anywhere as long as standards are met. Many farmers and consumers are 
critical about such a conceptualization because this type of organic farming does not rely on local relationships 
among farmers and consumers or crops produced in particular seasons in open farmland, rather than in greenhouses 
throughout the year. 
 Another criticism was that without governmental support for organic agriculture inside Japan, domestic 
organic products have not sold well. Domestic organic products comprised less than 20% of the organic market in 
Japan in the early 2000s (Nakajima 2006:29). It costs about $300 to $5,000 per crop to acquire an “organic” label, 
and it takes years and expertise to convert farmland and acquire the certification (Sugihara 2006:33). It was only in 
2006 when a law was established to promote domestic organic agriculture in a more substantial sense in that it 
encouraged pilot programs of organic farming in a number of localities. 
102
 In the 1980s, many companies invested into biotechnology, but many dropped it later partly because of the 
relative small market and a relative long time it takes to develop new products (Tachikawa 2003:180-81). A number 
of genetically modified (GM) crops are legally allowed to be cultivated in Japan, but it appears that no farmer has 
produced GM crops or feed grains for sale or that no seed companies have sold GM seeds, due to widespread 
consumer resistance (Honda 2010:5). Since 2001, food labeling laws, less strict than the one in European Union, 
mandates GM contents on eight agricultural crops and a few dozen processed food derived from those products 
whose GM contents can be still detected by the latest technology (Honda 2010:11).  It partly reflects a great amount 
of GM food/raw materials and feed grains imports to Japan, and it suggests at least a small quantity of GM materials 
has been found in much of meat and processed food in Japan (Honda 2010:6). It reflects Japan’s food import 
dependency and implies that the materiality of GM contents has allowed a subtle incorporation of GM contents into 
the Japanese food system because contemporary technologies cannot detect them. For the food labeling regulations 
by the Japan’s Consumer Affairs Agency, see http://www.caa.go.jp/foods/qa/kyoutsuu03_qa.html#a1-01 (in 
Japanese)(Accessed on May 13, 2014). 
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Fertilizers in Agro-Environmental Regimes 
 Moreover, one feature of the “environmental conservation agriculture” has been, as noted, 
to partially incorporate organic fertilizers by reducing its synthetic chemical components.  In the 
remaining section, I will explore the reasons why it happened in some details, partly with an 
illustration from my fieldwork, to support my claim that the transition has constituted the largely 
productivist “environmental conservation agriculture.” Let me begin with a brief history of 
agricultural fertilizers to provide a context. It is known that farmers routinely used human wastes 
(feces and urine) as a fertilizer after proper fermentation up until 1950s. In Edo (former Tokyo) 
at least since the mid-17th century, an elaborate transportation system was set up under the 
direction of the authority to recycle human wastes from the center of the city to suburban 
farmlands (Howell 2013; Smil and Kobayashi 2012:161). Other fertilizer sources included young 
plants harvested in nearby mountains in early summer as well as composts containing such 
materials as animal manures, crop residues (largely rice straws), and other organic wastes. 
Planting green manures, such as Chinese milk vetch and soybeans, similarly helped provide 
needed nitrogen (“fixed” by their Rhizobium bacteria) – one of the most important nutrients 
besides phosphorus and potassium.103 Soybean cakes, in addition to domestic production, began 
to be imported in 1895, as the country was becoming an empire and expanding its trade. Yet, 
these organic fertilizers contained only small amount of nitrogen (0.5-0.6% of content), except 
soybean cakes with up to 6.5% nitrogen content (Smil and Kobayashi 2012:162). The low 
nitrogen concentrations and volatile materiality meant applying massive amounts of organic 
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 The identification of the chemical components was a result of the introduction of western science in late 19th 
century. 
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wastes, often over 10 tons per hectare (Smil and Kobayashi 2012:160). It required hard physical 
labor and time to produce and apply these forms of fertilizers. 
 The use of synthetic chemical fertilizers in Japan began in the late 19th century by 
importing them from abroad, and companies soon learned from abroad, for example, Germany, 
about how to manufacture them in the early 20th century (Smil and Kobayashi 2012:163; Tsutsui 
2003:301). The use of fertilizers in general became among the most intensive in the world by the 
1930s. After the war-time material shortage and the subsequent decline of chemical fertilizer use 
in the late 1930s and early 1940s, synthetic chemical fertilizers regained prominence as the time- 
and cost-efficient form of fertilizers under the American support (Noguchi 2008:35; Shigeno 
2003:58). However, the switch from largely chemical fertilizers to “organic chemical” or 
“hybrid” ones occurred in the recent several decades because they ultimately made economic 
sense to use both chemical and organic fertilizers, as already suggested by the “cultivate the soil” 
activity above to regain soil productivity (Morisaki 1998:119, 122; Saitō 2003:22). The 
campaign aimed not just at higher “productivity” (i.e., crop output), but also at reduced human 
labor, reduced environmental damages, and higher crop quality and lower fertilizer costs by 
eliminating excessive applications of fertilizers. From 1985 to 1998, for example, the applied 
amounts of nitrogen, phosphatic, and potash fertilizers declined nationally by 28%, 13%, and 
27%, respectively. The supply of nitrogen, on average, declined from 12kg/10a in 1990 to 
9.3/10a in 2010, according to the government statistics.104 With the oversupply of farm crops with 
increasing imported food and more sophisticated consumer tastes since the 1970s, more 
emphasis was put on “quality,” such as flavor because organic fertilizers came to be believed to 
increase soil productivity (chiryoku) by creating a soil (crumb) structure likely to capture 
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 From: www.maff.go.jp/j/wpaper/w_maff/h24_h/trend/part1/chap3/c3_8_01.html (Accessed on May 22, 2014). 
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fertilizers and by enrolling microorganisms and nutrients. As a result, rice qualities, such as 
flavor and appearance, improve, as the discourse goes (JA Fukuoka Shi 2011:4-5; Morisaki 
1998:125; Ogawa 1998:160).105 A young Fukui district farmer in his mid-30s was recently quoted 
in an Itoshima city monthly publication in making this point. 
…I mainly grow crops with organic fertilizers, but I pay particular care in soil 
making (tsuchi zukuri). I mix soil improving agents, such as rice hulls and rice 
bran, to create a soil where vegetables grow well. If vegetables plainly grow in a 
good soil, they are unlikely to get sick, and they taste authentic. Making soil is 
crucial to grow vegetables. The soil grows vegetables… (Kamo 2010:2). 
 
Tomioka (1996:110) likewise suggests five reasons why organic fertilizers became more popular, 
and all ultimately point to the economic rationales in combination with ecological logic (i.e., 
ecological modernization). First, organic fertilizer can reduce the use of exhaustive raw materials 
of chemical fertilizers, such as potash ore, phosphate ore, and fossil fuels. Second, organic 
fertilizers partly using organic wastes reduce wastage. Third, organic fertilizers are believed to 
maintain organic matters in soil, thereby increasing the quality of the soil. Fourth, organic 
fertilizers can be considered sustainable because raw materials of organic fertilizers are 
renewable. Fifth, organic fertilizers is believed to produce crops resistant effects against pests, 
thereby reducing the reliance on pesticides. 
At the same time, there are at least two advantages of still containing chemical fertilizers 
in usually half of what is commonly called “organic chemical fertilizers” (yūki kasei hiryō). First, 
chemical fertilizers on average become effective much quicker than organic components which 
need to be dissolved by microorganisms. Second, chemical fertilizers can effectively provide 
three main (and other necessary) components of fertilizers (nitrogen, phosphoric acid, and 
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 Yet, there is no objective measure to tell which rice is more delicious than others because there are possibly many 
factors involved, including one’s culturally conditioned ability to taste (Iwasaki 2010:155-56). 
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potassium) which are deemed crucial in crop growth. Moreover, the dry pellet form of hybrid 
organic chemical fertilizers on the market (not organic compost from local dairy farms) has been 
produced very similar to that of chemical fertilizers in terms of portability and ease of handling 
so that farmers who were used to chemical fertilizers over the several decades at the height of 
modernized agriculture could readily use them (Tomioka 1996:114). 
In fact, I participated in a farming task with Fukui district farmers in 2010 and 2011. I 
carried a bucket full of the hybrid pellet fertilizers hanged across the shoulder to disperse them 
by hand, as we waded into the half-dry rice paddies (see Photo 16). 
 
Photo 16: Farmers Dispersing 
“Hybrid” Pellet Fertilizer by Hand in 
Fukui District, August 2010 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The fertilizer used for this task in 2010 was a hybrid of organic and chemical fertilizers, very 
similar to the one used in 2011 for the same task. This 20kg (over 44lbs) bag in Photo 17 
contained small dry pellets that were made of nitrogen, phosphoric acid, potassium, magnesium, 
and rapeseed meal. The “special feature” on the bag claimed improved contents and how this 
product can be used by machine, a common non-human actor in modern agriculture: “This 
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fertilizer is an organic chemical fertilizer [yūki kasei hiryō] which contains a large amount of 
plant-based (rapeseed meal) organic fertilizer, and it is spheroidized to also suit for machine 
use.” 
 
Photo 17: Back of “Hybrid” Fertilizer Bag in 2011 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On the other hand, compost, one form of organic fertilizers, has been largely restricted 
geographically partly because of its materiality and inability to mass produce and market, unlike 
the hybrid ones. Depending on the materials and maturity, the quality varies in range. Soil 
conditions and kinds of crops also change the effects of compost. This instability hinders 
standardized production of compost and crops (Ogawa 1998:159). Often, local livestock farmers 
supply compost to local rice farmers who mix it into the soil and in turn supply dried rice straws 
for livestock, as occurred in Fukui district (Ogawa 1998:160-61).  Thus, combined with the 
declining labor availability in the recent decades to handle compost, the uses of 5,500 kg/ha of 
compost and 300 kg/ha of rice straw (a form of fertilizer) in 1965 declined to 2,000 kg/ha and 
100 kg/ha, respectively in 1995 (Setboonsarng and Gilman 2003). 
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Conclusion 
Let me summarize the main points of the two shifting, yet overlapping, regimes of 
conventional agriculture with the focus on pesticides and farmland bugs in Japan since the late 
1940s to the early 2010s (see Table 5). The first regime, which I named “nature-subduing 
agriculture,” expands roughly from the end of the Japanese empire in the mid-1940s to the 1980s. 
Under the American guidance and material support in the Cold War, the Japanese government 
coordinated a variety of “productivist” agricultural methods to maximize food output. Synthetic 
pesticides played a key role in producing a discourse and socio-natural relations of human and 
non-human actors in farmland. Farmers were instructed to apply them periodically according to 
crop calendars and pest warnings even when they may have been unnecessary. It was to kill all 
“harmful” pests/germs/weeds that would have inhibited high crop yields.  With synthetic 
chemical fertilizers and other modern farm equipment and infrastructure, farmers were to 
increase yields for higher incomes. Little did they know or care, however, that they have also 
eliminated non-human actors in farmland and in soil that could have helped reduce “pests” in the 
first place. Many “pests” developed resistance to pesticides. Many farmers and consumers also 
became sick or died due to pesticide poisoning. 
In response, the Japanese government facilitated largely technological solutions and re-
ordering of socio-natural relations roughly from the 1980s to the present (the regime of 
“environmental conservation agriculture”). It was also a response to a number of other 
transnational and domestic political economic pressures, including the liberalizing international 
trade, the creation of the “green box,” the idea of “multifunctionality” of agriculture, the demand 
for higher food quality and better food safety partly due to food oversupply. By this time, the 
national government had responded by regulating and promoting “low toxic” pesticides which 
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have been considered “safe(r),” if used properly, and necessary for “high quality” crops that still 
yield well enough to account for declining crop prices and to make ends meet. Especially in 
recent years, the stricter monitoring of pesticide residue primarily for “food safety” (not 
necessarily for farmer’s health) has encouraged conventional farmers to pay more attention to 
their multi-faceted pesticide practices which involved careful monitoring of their own pesticide 
practices to live up to the “rule” at the market (but not necessarily their own bodily or nearby 
environmental protection). The discourse of “reduced/low” pesticide use has been useful for 
conventional farmers and retailers to project “safety” despite the vagueness of the standards. 
Organic fertilizers, especially “hybrid” organic and chemical ones, on the other hand, regained 
their appeal, thereby producing a fertile soil, thereby “better quality” and “safer” crops while also 
reducing crop diseases. IPM measures have also been utilized to produce particular sets of 
human and non-human actor relations to reduce pesticide use. There have been governmental 
and organizational campaigns and subsidies to encourage these farming practices although actual 
practices often have not lived up to official claims of reducing cost and pests as well as 
harnessing biodiversity in farmlands. Part of these measures has incorporated the discourse of 
protecting the environment in farmland (part of “multifuntionality of agriculture”), but 
conventional farmers have most resonated with the economic logics (with implications for future 
generations). Thus, for virtually all human actors in conventional agriculture, pesticides have still 
been necessary and legitimate, and “pest” bugs/diseases/weeds can be reduced in part by 
harnessing socio-natural/material relations that minimize their emergence. Yet, I provide several 
examples of how conventional farmers deviated from official rules on pesticides to illustrate my 
point about multiple and competing interests or logics that farmers face daily in their pesticide 
and other farming practices. Finally, I suggested these relations of the economy and ecology 
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parallel that of the ecological modernization, and I will return to an implication in the Conclusion 
chapter. 
 In the following three chapters, I will delve into regimes of agriculture around pesticides 
and bugs in Itoshima, Fukuoka, Japan since the late 19th century (with the focus on the last sixty 
years) while I will underscore and expand many points of these regimes discussed in this chapter. 
I will, in particular, historicize and examine a 2005-2007 Fukuoka prefectural program on rice 
paddy biodiversity, “Nō no Megumi” (Agriculture’s Blessings) as well as a program on planting 
ornamental flowers around the farmer’s market in Fukui district, Itoshima since the mid-2000s. 
The former program re-articulated the interests of conventional farmers in Fukui and 13 other 
administrative districts across Fukuoka in that it was not framed as an “environmentalist” project, 
but framed as a “blessing” from farmer’s regular farming practices, in addition to other 
alignments of interests. The latter program partly reflects the emergence of the “rural” as a place 
and space for “safe food,” leisure, and nostalgia in the last several decades. I will also explore 
conventional farmers’ sense of “ordinary” nature in farmlands to demonstrate their particular 
sense of the “natural environment” and how it may be understood with the “regime” framework. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
117 
 
Table 5: Two Regimes of Conventional Agriculture from mid 1940s to early 2010s 
Time Periods & Names of 
Regime  
 
Middle 1940s – 1980s 1980s – Early 2010s 
“Nature-Subduing 
Agriculture” 
“Environmental Conservation 
Agriculture” 
(Ecological Modernization) 
Discursive or Knowledge  “Productivism” (efficiency, 
mechanization, infrastructure, 
labor) for highest yields and 
revenues; “highly toxic” 
pesticides and synthetic 
chemical fertilizers are good; 
Collectivization of pesticide 
application. 
“Productivism” (efficiency, 
mechanization, infrastructure, 
labor) for highest qualities and 
revenues; reduced “low toxic” 
pesticides (since 1950s) and 
portable & stable 
organic/chemical fertilizers, 
IPM are good for soil, crops, 
farmers; “safety” for 
consumers and, to lesser 
extent, farmers; 
multifunctionality. 
Strategies & Actors Governments at all levels, 
Nōkyō, & farmers promoting 
“productivist” measures; 
reactions of farmers and non-
human actors around farmland 
(poisoning). 
 
Governments at all levels, 
Nōkyō, & farmers promoting 
“productivist” measures 
through campaigns; pesticide 
residue monitoring and 
workshops. 
Roles of Pesticides and 
Bugs/Weeds/Germs 
Pesticides as legitimate and 
necessary; any and all bugs 
subjected to elimination by 
intention or default. 
Pesticides as legitimate and 
necessary; only “harmful” 
bugs subjected to elimination 
by intention or default, 
sometimes by harnessing 
“natural enemies,” plants, and 
soils; for many consumers and 
some farmers, pesticides as 
either unnecessary or 
necessary evil & maintaining 
ecological balance. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 
HISTORICAL AGRO-ENVIRONMENTAL REGIMES OF  
BUGS AND PESTICIDE PRACTICES IN RICE PADDIES IN ITOSHIMA, FUKUOKA 
 
 
Introduction 
 
 In this chapter, I will examine historical practices of conventional farmers in relation to 
bugs primarily in rice paddies in Itoshima, Fukuoka prefecture in Japan since the 17th century, 
with a particular focus on Fukui administrative/agricultural district from the end of World War II 
to the present. I will argue that a series of agro-environmental regimes (relationships among 
actors, knowledge/discourses, transnational relations, and institutions, including technologies) 
have historically been constituted by different human and non-human actors in farmlands (see 
Table 9 in the conclusion chapter for a summary of the historical regimes). Certain knowledge 
regimes of socio-natures in farmlands endured over time under different regimes without 
necessarily challenging the dominant knowledge regimes. Political economic relations, 
discourses, and materialities of human and non-human actors, such as bugs, machines, and 
pesticides are important to understand each regime of socio-natures and their shifts and 
endurance over time. In the next chapter, I will examine a recent rendition of the governmental 
program, the “Agriculture’s Blessings,” in Fukuoka prefecture in which fourteen administrative 
districts, including Fukui district, participated. I will also investigate why those districts 
participated and what they learned from the program. The historical examination of farmers-bug 
relations in farmlands as examined in this chapter will help us understand the patterns emerged 
in the “Agriculture’s Blessings” in 2005-2007.  
 In what follows in this chapter, then, I will describe and analyze a number of dimensions 
of this socio-historical process. First, I will lay out an analysis of the shifting regimes of bugs 
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that shaped and were shaped by material relationships between humans/farmers and bugs from 
the Edo period (1603-1868) to the 1970s in Japan with some examples from Fukuoka prefecture. 
Second, I will portray discourses and practices of post-World War II conventional agriculture in 
Itoshima, Fukuoka prefecture. Third, I will show how a regime of agriculture, “nature-subduing 
agriculture,” that has been constituted by particular forms of technologies since the 1950s, has 
created a distinct physical and social distance between farmers and farmlands in Itoshima, 
especially Fukui district. Fourth, since the mid-1970s, agencies of humans and non-humans, 
including a “bug board,” have shaped the emergence of a new regime of socio-natural 
relationships (“Environmental Conservation Agriculture”) in rice paddies in several locations in 
Fukuoka prefecture, including Itoshima. In so doing, I will foreground the work of Yutaka Une, 
a Fukuoka prefectural government extension officer, who came to play a central role in a 
grassroots movement of many conventional farmers in this period.  
 
 
A Brief Modern History of “Vermin” and Farm Bugs 
 
Agricultural guidebooks which have informed farmers about how and when to perform 
particular tasks for crop production to this day can trace their origin to the late 17th century. It 
was a long, peaceful era during which agricultural technological development was encouraged, 
and some local officials decided to compose a guidebook for agricultural development in their 
localities (Kajio 2002:269-70). Later, similar guidebooks emerged both in the commercial 
market and for use of private farming operations. In these guidebooks, however, farmers and 
experts alike did not have a clear concept of vermin (gaichū)(Setoguchi 2009:12). Rather, it was 
common understanding that many small bugs in agricultural fields naturally emerged from 
moisture and caused major damage to agricultural crops, especially rice. This damage was 
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viewed either as a natural disaster (tensai) or a supernatural curse (tatari), based on the 
understanding of herbalism imported from China since the 8th century and its subsequent 
Japanese appropriations over time (Setoguchi 2009:19, 24-32). Herbalism was a branch of 
medicine that used plants and animals. In particular, an influential late 16th century herbalist text 
categorized three kinds of “small animals” that included insects, reptiles, and clams. According 
to its schemes, those “small animals” emerged from either eggs (e.g., spiders and scorpions), 
some other forms of creature (e.g., fireflies and cicadas), or moisture (e.g., frogs and snails). 
Thus, if those bugs were considered to be born from moisture, the solution was, by and large, to 
perform religious rituals to calm down the spirits. As mentioned in the previous chapter, however, 
there was a technique since the 18th century to spread oil on the water in rice paddies to suffocate 
them. These measures did not prevent periodic major crop damages and subsequent food 
shortages, including over 1,000 deaths from hunger in the Nijō area inside Itoshima alone in 
1732 due to successive bad weather in previous years and a large number of brown rice hoppers 
that led to devastating crop failures in that year (Fukuyoshi Kyōdo Shi Kenkyū Kai 2003:239). 
Only in the late 19th century, with the introduction of modern Western science, did the 
concepts of gaichū (vermin) and ekichū (beneficial insects) become adopted by the Japanese 
government. The first legal promulgation was the 1885 Prevention and Extermination of 
Injurious Insects and Plant Diseases (which began to be implemented only in 1898 and, in 
Fukuoka prefecture, 1900)(Agricultural Bureau 1910:120-21; Itoshima Gun Nōgyō Kyōdō 
Kumiai Shi 1978:163, 165-66; Setoguchi 2009:65). In 1886, the new national law added 
punishment of a fine and a jail time for disobeying the order by local officials to engage in 
“prevention and extermination” (Setoguchi 2009:65). In 1903, the agricultural minister put forth 
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fourteen guidelines in farming methods to make insect elimination easier, including planting rice 
seedlings in straight lines, rather than in a “disorderly” manner (Setoguchi 2009:65-66).  
Modern Western entomology was mobilized to aid government programs that tried to 
control insects which were seen as harmful to national governmental interests, as the national 
government was becoming a transnational empire and an international trade hub that increased 
movements of people, goods, and often unintentionally bugs and germs. The state devised 
scientific means to provide public sanitation to produce a healthy population, minimize 
infectious diseases among its soldiers, and maximize agricultural products (i.e., food supply). 
Accounts of foreign Western visitors in the early Meiji era (1868-1911) noted how the Japanese 
population even in big cities did not try to kill flies, mosquitoes, fleas, and lice as vermin, as the 
contemporary Japanese with a modern embodied sense of sanitation would surely do (Setoguchi 
2009:97-98). Moreover, Japan had come to rely on imported rice from East and Southeast Asia 
by the early 20th century, and the 1918 rice riot due to rice export bans and restrictions from 
Southeast Asia during World War I ushered the national government to increase food self-
sufficiency (Setoguchi 2009:139).  
Insect control played an important part in this project to produce sufficient food. The 
national government took a variety of measures to promote insect control, including subsidies to 
local governments, dispatching officials to local districts for supervision, and even coercion, to 
change farmers’ and ordinary people’s relations to “harmful” and “unsanitary” insects, such as 
flies, over the course of decades. Documents suggest Itoshima County had a similar change in 
regime of farm insects in this era (Itoshima Gun Nōgyō Kyōdō Kumiai Shi 1978:163-65). Since 
the 1900 enactment of the “injurious insects” law in Fukuoka prefecture, for example, the 
prefectural governor specifically appointed an official during the farm season to enforce the law 
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in Itoshima county. In Fukuyoshi village in Itoshima county, where contemporary Fukui district 
has been a part of, the deputy village head, the treasurer, the agricultural association staff, and the 
appointee from the prefectural government were all enlisted to supervise activities to search, 
gather, and properly dispose of “harmful” bugs and their eggs. In a document from 1911, these 
de-facto supervisors were reminded of a number of matters that appeared to require major 
collective efforts to direct their attentions to “harmful bugs” and kill them. 
… On the day of pest control, prohibit other work, irrespective of the farm 
size (until 12 noon). We hope you will make this crystal clear because some 
people engage in other work, and they say they finished pest control on the 
previous day. We hope you will actually execute the program, as it appears that 
each supervisor patrols as a matter of formality. When carrying out pest control 
and disposing contaminated leaves and rice ears, begin with drum beats… 
(Itoshima Gun Nōgyō Kyōdō Kumiai Shi 1978:163-64). 
 
The completion of each pest control activity required signatures from supervisors from 
the Fukuoka prefecture, the village, and the hamlet. Local elementary school students in Itoshima 
as well as in many other parts of Japan were also mobilized for this effort under an 
administrative directive in the early 1900s (Itoshima Gun Nōgyō Kyōdō Kumiai Shi 1978:164-
65). Such activities inculcated a particular knowledge of and an embodied orientation toward 
these “harmful” bugs and the means to deal with them from an early age. I have also heard the 
same childhood experience from a woman in her 70s in the Fukui administrative district although 
she said she did not understand at that time why she had to do it (interview, December 30, 2011). 
One more tool of this regime of bugs in farmlands was a national agricultural newsletter, 
called Nōji Ge’ppō (which changed its name to Nōji Hōkoku since 1882), published since 1878 
that assembled information regarding local weathers, crop damages by insects and diseases, and 
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crop production (Setoguchi 2009:57; Tanaka 2001:1).106 According to Setoguchi (2009:57-58), 
the head of the governmental agricultural agency that began to publish the national newsletter 
put succinctly in 1879 that the new changes in science and media produced the emergence of 
“vermin” at a national scale: “It is not that insects emerged. We just discovered those insects” 
(quoted in Setoguchi 2009:57-58). In other words, crop damages due to insects appeared to be 
increasing around 1880 nation/empire-wide not because more insect damages were actually 
happening, but because they found this new logic or science, a tool to “discover” and record 
those relations between insects and crops nationally, and they distributed the data through this 
national media form, the newsletter. 
One agricultural calendar booklet from 1909, for example, recommends particular 
farming tasks in specific seasons to intentionally kill “harmful” bugs and their eggs for healthy 
crop growth (Inagaki and Miyake 1909). The overall term for this act is bōjo (“protect and repel” 
both in verb and noun forms) as part of byōgaichū bōjo (literally, “disease and harmful bug 
protection and repellence”). The booklet also uses kujo (“repel”), and to lesser extent, hosatsu 
(literally, “capture and kill”), and kaisatsu (literally, “squash and kill”) to kill harmful bugs and 
eggs. But, it never uses the term, shōdoku (literally, “erase poison” or “disinfect”) that 
agricultural guidebooks came to use in later years until today (Inagaki and Miyake 1909).107 The 
terms, hosatsu and kaisatsu, moreover, sound antiquated in today’s conventional agriculture 
probably because of the use of chemical means since the 1950s. 
 Yet, in a similar 1916 guidebook, “shōdoku” is used to deal with harmful bugs, germs, 
and animals to maintain healthy seeds, crops, and soil (Okuzawa 1916: 20, 81, 85). It is also 
                                                           
106
 Nōji Ge’ppō literally means “monthly reports on agricultural matters” whereas Nōji Hōkoku literally means 
“reports on agricultural matters.” 
107
 In the verb form, “shōdoku” means to “kill germs with chemicals, boiling water, and so on” (Matsumura, 
Yamaguchi, and Wada 1986:581). 
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interesting that this guidebook uses the word, “cleanse (method)” (seiketsu [hō]), to refer to a set 
of acts to intentionally “cleanse” harmful bugs during off-season by tilling the soil to expose 
bugs and their eggs, collect and burn fallen leaves that may contain those elements, or trim 
branches and even tree trunks in orchards infested with “harmful bugs” (Okuzawa 1916:22). I 
have not encountered this word, “cleanse,” in today’s farm pest control, but as Setoguchi 
(2009:128) suggests, increasing industrialization and resulting pollution and unsanitary 
conditions especially in the early 20th century cities may have helped produce the discourse of 
“cleansing” and “beauty” in life spaces. It should also be noted again that European (especially 
German)-inspired public health (sanitation and hygiene) that encompassed the whole society, not 
just particular ailing individuals, began to be implemented in this era (Frühstück 2003:22-24; 
Setoguchi 2009:122-30). Furthermore, this guidebook incorporated the idea of introducing non-
indigenous “beneficial bugs” or “ekichū” to eliminate or reduce “harmful bugs” (Okuzawa 
1916:6-13). This introduction of natural enemy had been developed in more organized ways in 
the late 19th century California (Setoguchi 2009:51-52, 142-43). Yet, this 1916 guidebook merely 
discusses past successful experiments and suggests potential benefits without actual 
implementation examples. It appears to have reflected a temporal rise and fall of the natural 
enemy project in the early 20th century (Setoguchi 2009:142-44). It turned out, for example, that 
an introduction of a natural enemy to “harmful” rice stemborers could not reduce or eliminate 
those “harmful” bugs in the late 1920s possibly because they had become so embedded and 
stabilized in local ecology (Setoguchi 2009:145).108  
 Despite the new scientific regime of insects and germs, many farmers either resisted it 
initially or continued to practice religious rituals to calm down spirits while also incorporating 
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 If this reasoning is legitimate, it suggests that only relatively new species can be successfully eliminated or 
significantly reduced by introducing their natural enemies (Setoguchi 2009:145). 
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the new logic (Setoguchi 2009:26, 84). Many farmers in Chikugo area in southern Fukuoka 
prefecture, for example, violently resisted the new regime that demanded a high level of labor 
mobilization (Itoshima Gun Nōgyō Kyōdō Kumiai Shi 1978:165-66). Around 1885, an 
entomologist, who was dispatched by the national government to this area, recommended that 
farmers dig out all the rice stems after harvest and burn them to control rice stemborers because 
this area was known for the bugs’ damage. Yet the farmers who were ordered to do so 
complained about the hard labor and the time it took to accomplish the task. The government 
relented for a few years. But, a few years later, the Fukuoka governor and a few other experts 
lectured to the area farmers about the importance of such an action. During the talk, someone 
fired a blank, and the authority figures soon left the venue fearing for their lives. In the next few 
days, many farmers made a straw figure of the governor, marched through towns, and shot the 
effigy. Later, the government agricultural research institute discovered a more precise ecology of 
rice stemborers and invented a special hoe that could cut only a part of a rice stump, instead of 
digging up a whole stump. The refined scientific knowledge and new tool under a new agro-
environmental regime played a part in successfully enrolling these resisting farmers into the new 
rice stemborer control effort afterwards. 
 Other “non-scientific” discourses and practices about “harmful insects” have existed at 
least since the Edo era (1603-1868) and have not totally been erased by the new modern agro-
environmental regimes since the late 19th century and early 20th century. As in other parts of the 
country, for instance, Une (1996:31) notes that he still saw many amulets at the tip of a bamboo 
stick stuck at a corner of rice paddies in Itoshima county in the 1990s to fend off harmful bugs 
and diseases. However, my inquiries to a few people in their 60s in Fukui administrative district 
in Itoshima did not yield such a memory, nor did I see such amulets in my fieldwork. That ritual 
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used to co-exist with another ritual that may have actually killed some insects near rice paddies 
when adults and children carried a torch lit with fire and marched around rice paddies while 
singing a song on a summer evening (Nijō Machi Shi Henshū Iinkai 1967:510). It was believed 
that rice stemborers, “harmful” bugs, were a curse of a legendary warrior who was killed in a 
fight when he fell over a rice stump in a harvested rice paddy. The ritual was to calm down the 
cursed spirit to avoid crop damage. 
 Another form of a human-bug relationship in many parts of the nation’s farmlands during 
the Edo era was to perform ritual memorial services and build rock mounds to calm down the 
spirits of bugs that farmers had killed in order to evade future damages (Kishimoto 1975:51-53; 
Setoguchi 2009:26). This custom toward bugs had largely ceased to exist sometime by the mid-
20th century, except for the physical presence of those mounds and some localities’ continuing 
practices to avoid bad luck and bring in good luck for the communities as a whole (in addition, 
such rituals for domesticated and wild animals such as horses, cows, and wild boars still exist, as 
in contemporary Itoshima city)(interview, December 11, 2011; Okada and Nakamine 2012:251-
62; Yumoto 2012).109 As an example, a small group of farmers who began to run an orange 
orchard by 1936 in an administrative district in Itoshima next to the Fukui district surprised other 
locals because they built a rock mound to show gratitude and memorialize those “harmful bugs” 
that these farmers had killed in their course of pest control  (Itoshima Gun Nōgyō Kyōdō Kumiai 
Shi 1978:290). One of the farmers was quoted as saying: “Bugs harmful to oranges are also 
living beings. We as the highest beings among the primates cannot help but feel some pity for 
their total sacrifices for us. Therefore, let’s build a memorial mound to pay our tributes and 
                                                           
109
 Kishimoto (1975:51-53) cites a study of these mounds dating from 1615 up to the mid-20th century in Hokuriku 
region (northwest of Tokyo) in Japan. The letters etched onto one of the rock moundssuggest the purpose of the 
mounds is not just to calm down the spirits of the exterminated bugs, but also to leave a “lesson” about what farmers 
experienced, such as what worked with the bugs. 
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gratitude to wiped-out bugs” (quoted in Itoshima Gun Nōgyō Kyōdō Kumiai Shi 1978:290). 
When asked about this incident in my fieldwork, however, a few local people over 60 years old 
in Fukui district were not even aware of this mound. One local elderly farmer in her 80s was also 
surprised by the fact that such an object was created for harmful bugs which are not to be a 
subject of pity. 
[When I asked if she could relate to praying for killed harmful bugs] We 
sometimes hold memorial services for creatures like animals. Don’t we do it for 
wild boars? But, I don’t know about those insects. I could understand if it’s for 
beneficial bugs (ekichū). They [harmful bugs] rapidly proliferate! (interview, 
December 11, 2011) 
  
Most of these lingering discourses and practices of rituals in the contemporary period can be 
called what Raymond Williams (1977:122) named “residual” cultures or forms of knowledge 
which people continue to practice that is no longer prevalent or dominant. 
 Moreover, this female farmer was aware of “beneficial bugs” perhaps because she is the 
mother of a farmer who was the local coordinator of the “Agriculture’s Blessings” project that 
investigated local rice paddy bugs in 2005-2007 that I will examine below. Interestingly, she did 
not characterize “beneficial bugs” as holding a similarly rapid reproductive capacity probably 
because her attention under the modern agro-environmental regimes, especially the “nature-
subduing agriculture,” has been toward “harmful bugs,” and she built her identity as a good 
farmer partly by eliminating these bugs. As I mentioned above, the attempt by scientists to 
introduce “beneficial bugs” or natural enemies to deal with harmful bugs in the early 20th century 
did not see much success in curtailing indigenous “harmful bugs,” and it appeared to have been a 
subterranean thought until the mid 1970s when the discovery of the harmful effects of pesticides 
opened up some space for other pest control approaches that spotlighted “beneficial bugs” or 
natural enemies (Setoguchi 2009:143-45). 
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 In summary, under different farm pest control practices over time, different forms of 
human-bug relationships took hold in farmlands in Itoshima. Since the Edo era, farmers thought 
“harmful bugs,” without such a conceptual designation, came out naturally, and what they could 
do was either use oil in rice paddies after the fact to suffocate bugs or perform periodical rituals 
to calm down evil spirits. With the introduction of Western science in the late 19th century, the 
idea of “harmful bugs” and how to eliminate them was directed from above. Yet, it took concrete 
institutional enforcement efforts, including the invention of a new tool, to enroll often 
uncooperative farmers. Moreover, different discourses and practices of pest control from 
different historical origins co-existed.  
 In the next section, I will delve into the discourse of post-World War II conventional 
agriculture in general in Itoshima that has shaped the new agro-environmental regime roughly 
since the 1980s that has incorporated particular environmental concerns. I discussed the 
historical changes of pesticide practices in the previous chapter, but will more closely examine 
local discourses and practices in Itoshima. Finally, I will discuss conventional farmers’ embodied 
relations to rice paddy farming that have constituted the two agro-environmental regimes and 
human-non-human relations of post-World War II farming in Fukui administrative district in 
Itoshima. 
 
Modernizing Farming Practices in Itoshima After World War II 
 
 Nationally, it has been suggested that the 1950s was an era that farming practices 
changed from “organic” (farming as a life) to an “industry” (farming as a factory), as stated in 
the previous chapter (Yasumuro 2009:263-78). Granted, it is important recognize many 
continuities between the different historical regimes of conventional farming practices, such as 
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emphases on “harmful bugs” and productivity as well as limited introduction of synthetic 
chemical fertilizers and farm mechanization imported from abroad (Steintorf 1923). Since the 
Meiji period in the late 19th century, moreover, the national government had emphasized 
“modernization” in daily life, by incorporating science, progress, and rationality, as in “scientific 
budgeting,” especially in the 1920s and 1930s (Garon 1994).  
 I will argue, however, that a historical shift, if not a rupture, indeed took place over time, 
as in farm industrialization in the United States since the 1920s (Fitzgerald 2003), and that the 
changing relationships involved how farmers have engaged with farm creatures such as bugs and 
non-crop plants through practicing new knowledge and technologies. This shift was also evident 
in Itoshima, as the larger society changed. That is to say, the governments and the mainstream 
farmer cooperative (Nōkyō) put an accelerated emphasis on productivity (i.e., crop outputs), 
efficiency, and better working and living conditions for farmers by employing infrastructural 
modernization, farm consolidations, mechanical and synthetic chemical agents, and protective 
gears. Such arrangements of materialities helped create a physical and social distance between 
farmers and farmland ecologies, including insects. Such relationships among actors also resulted 
in pesticide poisoning of farmers, food, and local ecologies, and they gave rise to a reduced 
pesticide movement joined by many conventional farmers, thereby ushering the latest agro-
environmental regime as a result since the 1980s.  
 In a series of local newspaper columns in 1962, the head of the Itoshima branch of 
Fukuoka Agricultural Cooperative laid out his vision of Itoshima’s agriculture (Ujiie 1962a, 
1962b). Among others, he proposed a shift from “custom-based agriculture” to “calculation-
based” one. He called for a “management improvement campaign for all hamlets” that was being 
pushed forth by all governmental and private entities in Itoshima county. If farmers did not 
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rationally calculate costs for a variety of expenses, in his view, they would be just “too generous” 
(i.e., not rationally managed). He predicted that young people will leave agriculture unless it is 
sufficiently funded so that it provides good wages and pleasant working conditions. Merely 
owning land was no longer a source of pride, he went on, and farmers needed to rationally devise 
strategies to increase land productivity for the sake of community’s progress. Such changes were 
believed to improve farmers’ lives. In Fukuyoshi agricultural cooperative (Nōkyō) in Nijō town 
where Fukui administrative and agricultural districts are located, 45% (162 individuals out of 
361 respondents) of the agricultural cooperative member respondents tellingly replied in a survey 
of its membership in 1959 that famers led a “miserable” (mijime) life compared to other 
occupations (Itoshima Shinbun 1959c). Only 28% or 100 respondents thought farmers’ life was 
better. 
 Other measures guided by national agricultural policy, though unevenly implemented, 
included infrastructure modernization (e.g., consolidating many small rice paddies by collapsing 
ridges for efficient production by large machinery), collective operations of enlarged rice paddies, 
collectively owned facilities and machineries subsidized by government and an agricultural 
cooperative, synthetic pesticides and chemical fertilizers uses, standardization of farm techniques, 
and the uses of other new technologies (Itoshima Shinbun 1967a). The Itoshima county 
agricultural cooperative head underscored the importance of such a national project of 
“improvements” in 1975 while also encouraging farmers to increase national self-sufficiency 
rates of some crops, such as soybeans, wheat, and feedstuff, due to the recent oil shock and 
subsequent global economic crisis in 1973 (Tomonō 1975).  
 The front page story of the local weekly newspaper, Itoshima Shinbun (1964a), for 
example, announced the upcoming first pesticide application from a helicopter in this county. 
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The narrative emphasized how this method was fast, relatively cheap, and efficient by saving 
much human labor – the task would have otherwise been manually carried out under the hot sun. 
Tellingly, the article warned of potential risks of contamination when engaging in such acts as 
washing clothing in nearby creeks or drying laundry outside during the application in a separate 
front-page story a few days before the event (Itoshima Shinbun 1964b). Any other note of 
potential dangers to farmers who would have applied synthetic pesticides was absent. In the 
following issue, the article title about this pesticide spray proudly declared: “Wonderful Low-
Altitude Flight” (Itoshima Shinbun 1964c). The only potential negative side-effect reported at 
the end of this article was that tens of thousands of dead fish were floating in one of the rivers in 
the evening. 
 Many conventional farmers saw the downsides of synthetic pesticides, but they were also 
grateful and saw the technological and economic development as “progress” and inevitable. One 
elderly local farmer, for example, submitted a letter to the local newspaper that underscored this 
basic point (Matsukaze 1967). On the one hand, he lamented that people without much money 
nowadays purchased expensive technologies such as cars and agricultural machineries. That is 
partly because of the desire for science and ego, but partly because Japan must sell what it 
produced domestically or abroad to be prosperous (thereby justifying those desires). He also 
pointed out the machine and pesticides reduced necessary farm labor to less than one third of 
what he used to put in.  
 
Reorientation of Bodies in Farming 
 
 The discourse of post-war modernized agriculture likewise involved re-orientation of 
conventional farmers’ bodies in farming in part by use of new technologies. The reorientation 
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has created physical and social distance between their bodily senses and non-human actors in 
farmlands, thereby producing distinct human-non-human relationships. In a local newspaper 
article, “Unbent at Waist Farming” (Baba 1972), for instance, the writer visited an exhibition of 
agricultural machinery in 1972 and described how new agricultural machinery allows farmers 
not to bend their waist to work. For example: 
…What I thought particularly noteworthy was soil puddling in rice paddies by a 
remote-controlled farm tractor. A young woman carried something like a 
transistor and manipulated it to move from right to left and from front to back 
while sitting on a chair at a ridge… (Baba 1972:1). 
  
It is likely that this remote-controlled tractor never became materialized or popularized, or at 
least I never saw it in my fieldwork. But, it was striking to notice in my fieldwork that those 
farmers who came of age in mechanized farming after the 1950s had a straight, not chronically 
bent, back while the few older farmers who were still active during my fieldwork had a 
chronically bent back. It suggests the changing ways in which farmers’ bodies have been 
increasingly mediated by mechanized and other technologies to create physical distance and 
particular engagement with the soil, bugs, and plants in farm fields.  
 A local elderly man in his 70s, for instance, briefly shared with me when he was helping 
his family in his teenage years before taking a non-farming job about how he took care of rice 
paddies before planting rice seedlings in late spring. The descriptions suggest a distance between 
farmers and farmlands was at closer range: 
….And we used to weed with a rake and hands. We used to plow rice paddies 
with a cow, so we used to cut Japanese nutmeg tree leaves from the mountain and 
collect Chinese milk vetches and plowed them. They plow shallow now. It used to 
be deep… (interview, December 30, 2011).110 
 
                                                           
110
 The depth of plow changed either because the weight of rice planting machine needs to be accommodated 
(otherwise, it would half-submerge in the mud and cannot function) or because rice seedlings have become  shorter 
in height.  
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He also said he used to sprinkle oil over water in rice paddies and gently shake rice plants with a 
broom to make plant hoppers fall onto the oil to effectively suffocate them. The conventional 
farmers that have engaged in pest control of plant hoppers since the 1950s have used synthetic 
chemicals applied from afar – from ridges (sometimes from a remote-controlled helicopter).
 There are other ways in which these shifting arrangements of modernized agriculture 
have created physical and social distance between farmers’ bodies and soil/dirt, bugs, plants, and 
other socio-natures in farms to this day. In rice production at least, farmers rarely get themselves 
dirty in their farm tasks and minimize occasions in which they in effect get in touch with bugs 
and plants. For example, farmers can plant rice seedlings without ever venturing into muddy rice 
paddies because a rice seedling planting machine operated by one farmer can do the job (Photo  
9 below and the same photo in the previous chapter).  
 
Photo 9: Rice Seedling Planting Machine at Work, April 2011 
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A few other farmers just stay at a ridge and supply ready-made seedlings purchased from the 
Itoshima agricultural cooperative to the machine operator who sets them in the rear of the 
machine. They no longer have to be worried about their nearly bare feet because leeches in the 
mud used to suck their blood without their awareness. The current head of the Fukui farmer 
cooperative told me with a frowned face that it was something he did not like: “when we used to 
plant rice seedlings by hand, leeches were sucking our blood although we were wearing sock-
like things” (field note, December 5, 2011).111 Similarly, one farmer can ride on an air-
conditioned rice harvester to efficiently harvest rice in a large rice paddy. The farmer in Photo 18 
told me, however, that it is not so comfortable inside the machine because his body has to 
concentrate on how the harvester fits with the lines of rice plants in front of him all the time 
(field note, October 5, 2011).  
 
Photo 18: Rice Harvester at Work 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
111
 I also experienced it in rice paddies in two different locations in this locality when I helped plant rice seedlings 
by hand for a young organic/natural farmer (field note, June 25, 2011). It did not involve any pain, but we noticed 
each other’s blood in small quantities coming out of numerous locations of our bare legs. One person’s white-ish 
legs turned into red. 
135 
 
Several times a season, moreover, a number of rice paddy field owners get together and trim 
weeds on the ridges in order to maintain passages and to reduce “harmful” bugs’ entry into the 
farmlands. Unlike some decades ago when farmers used a manual grass sickle, they use an 
electric weed cutter. Yet, the task requires vigilant attention to one’s footsteps, which often get 
covered with weeds grown in an uneven topography, because an electric weed-cutter, like other 
farm machinery, can cause serious injuries and even death (a major issue nation-wide, according 
to the MAFF).112 113 Farmers typically wear a long-sleeved shirt and a pair of long pants to protect 
their bodies from plants and the sun (Photo 19).  
 
Photo 19: Farmers Cutting Weeds on 
Rice Paddy Ridge with Electric Weed 
Cutter 
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 According to the MAFF statistics, the number of deaths involving farming tasks nationwide has been between the 
minimum of 350 and the highest of 413 from 2003 to 2012. In particular, the number of deaths involving electric 
weedcutters nationally has been from 1 to 11 in a given year (or no more than a few percent of the total deaths) 
during the same time frame. Twice a year, the national government, with local governments, agro-machinery 
retailers, and the farmer cooperative, coordinates a campaign to remind farmers of dangers of farm tasks. See 
“Heisei 24 Nen ni Ha’ssei shita Nōsagyō Shibō Jiko no Gaiyō” (An Overview of Deaths during Farm Work in 2012). 
The Ministry of Agriculture, Forestries, and Fisheries. 2012. 
(www.maff.go.jp/j/seisan/sien/sizai/s_kikaika/anzen/pdf/sibou24.pdf)(Accessed on August 4, 2014).  Kōshite 
Oko’tta Nōsagyō Jiko (How Farming Accidents Happened). The Ministry of Agriculture, Forestries, and Fisheries. 
2012. (www.maff.go.jp/j/seisan/sien/sizai/s_kikaika/anzen/23taimen.html) (Accessed on September 15, 2013).  
113
 A nearby district, Fukae, in Nijō town bought remote-controlled helicopter for pesticide and fertilizer 
applications in 1994 (Itoshima Shinbun 1994g). The head of this district agricultural association is quoted as saying 
“we used to work mostly by hand twenty years ago, but I’m deeply moved that now we work by helicopter. We 
would like to reinvigorate agriculture and lower the cost” (Itoshima Shinbun 1994g). Sadly, a mistake killed a 
farmer two years later very close to the rice paddies right next to the Fukui district where I spent some time 
(Itoshima Shinbun 1996j). 
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 Likewise, when a dozen farmers collectively apply fertilizers by hand by walking 
between rice plants in rice paddies during summer, they wear the same type of clothing to protect 
themselves from sunburn and rice plant leaves that make skin itchy (Photo 20).  
 
Photo 20: Farmers Applying Fertilizers by Hand in Rice Paddy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
They also wear a special pair of rubber boots that would prevent them from being stuck in 
sometimes soft mud of rice paddies although they apply fertilizers days after draining the water 
(Photo 21).  
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Photo 21: A Special Pair of Boots to Wade into Muddy 
Rice Paddy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Since I only had a pair of regular rubber boots, I attempted to take them off and join them with 
my bare feet. One part-time farmer told me that it is dangerous because “you get injured” (field 
note, August 21, 2011). I asked if it was because I may unknowingly step on and crush 
channeled apple snails and get injured, a warning I had heard from a different local farmer. He 
replied, “channeled apple snails came in about 30 years ago. Before that, you didn’t notice things 
like pieces of glass.” It seemed he was more concerned about a relatively recent change in rice 
paddies where potentially dangerous materials, such as glass, may be thrown into rice paddies. 
Either way, attention is nevertheless paid towards (potentially) harmful materials or non-human 
actors, such as glass, rice plant leaves, leeches, and channeled apple snails. That is, their agencies 
and materialities partially prompted particular responses from humans and the new regime of 
agriculture with new technologies and increased physical and social distances between humans 
and non-humans in farmlands.  
 Conventional farmers in Fukui district did not want to revert to the “old ways” of farming 
without much electric technology despite the potential dangers and economic costs of purchase 
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and maintenance of such technology. I asked the head of the Fukui agricultural cooperative 
organization if he prefers any ways in which he and other farmers used to farm to today’s. 
I: Can you think of any farm tasks that you used to do that you prefer to have 
today? 
He: It’s now labor saving. Machine does all the work (field note, October 5, 2011). 
 
 
 
Infrastructure Modernization in Rice Paddies 
 
 Let me discuss another way other than the bodily relations in which post-World War II 
productivism has continued to this day. The discussion will focus on recent infrastructure 
modernization of rice paddies in Fukui district in Itoshima. Fukui district, as many other 
agricultural districts in this period, had a $10.6 million ($1=100 yen) largely government-
subsidized agricultural infrastructure modernization project from 1996 to 2001 (Itoshima 
Shinbun 2001a)(with the population of 792 in 275 households in 2012).114 The project was 
commemorated with a large stone monument that describes the who, when, how much, and why 
of the project (Photo 22).  
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 From: http://www.city.itoshima.lg.jp/uploaded/life/9220_24188_misc.pdf. P. 89 (Accessed on July 30, 2013). 
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Photo 22: Monument Commemorating Agricultural Infrastructure Modernization Project in 
Fukui Agricultural District, Nijō, Itoshima City 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The 33ha-wide venture involved widening rice paddy sizes that became typically more than ten 
times the original ones, straightening rice paddy ridges, creating concrete waterways, improved 
underground drainage, and constructing agricultural pathways for agricultural machineries and 
pick-up trucks (Itoshima Shinbun 2006a; see Photo 23 and aerial Photos 24 & 25 that are 
prominently hung in the Fukui community center to show rice paddy size changes from 1986 to 
2002).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
140 
 
Photo 23: Widened Concrete Waterway in Fukui 
Agricultural District, Nijō, Itoshima City 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo 24: Fukui District in 1986 
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Photo 25: Fukui District in 2002*  
 
 
*The photo is zoomed out and encompasses a larger area than Photo 24 and includes parts of 
adjacent administrative districts. 
 
 
It is common to see these types of monuments, such as the one on Photo 22, that are prominently 
displayed in many corners of Itoshima agricultural districts that went through a similar 
infrastructure modernization project. The story of why they made the transformation underscores 
the local community’s multilayered desires for the agricultural modernization project. It, for 
example, tells a story of protecting agricultural lands where fewer farmers could now tend due to 
aging and the lack of successors (interview with the head of Fukui farmer cooperative, February 
5, 2011). The head of the Fukui farmer cooperative also told me that had the irrigation system 
which brings water in and out of individual rice paddies not been constructed as a part of the 
project, many rice paddies would have been abandoned because of the lack of successors 
(interview, March 5, 2011). It used to be that water from the nearby mountain went first to a rice 
paddy at the top of the hill and then, through that rice paddy to a rice paddy directly located 
below and owned by a different individual, and then to multiple rice paddies of varying altitudes 
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owned by different individuals. They had to coordinate exactly when they introduced or stopped 
water, and owners who had rice paddies located below someone else’s could not do so when they 
pleased. Thus, the rice paddy owners’ desire for the project was such that they did not look 
kindly at those few farmers in the district who refused to allow their farmlands to be part of the 
rice paddy infrastructure modernization because they wanted to maintain and keep operating 
their own individual and clearly demarcated plots.115 Later in this chapter, I will discuss how the 
transformed materiality of rice paddies also contributed to the physical and social distance 
between farmers and rice paddies. 
  
 
The Shift in Socio-Natural Regime Since the 1980s: Pesticides and Bugs 
 
 Largely paralleling the national trends, conventional farming practices of “productivism” 
to first and foremost raise crop outputs through efficiency and technological means in Itoshima 
and larger Fukuoka prefecture have gradually shifted, especially since the mid-1980s. I will 
examine aspects of the latest regime below and in the next chapter to argue that the transition has 
been limited and uneven without completely transforming “productivism.” The emerging 
dominant regime is still “productivism,” but with changing discourse and technological means. 
That is, what mainly changed were the practices of reduced synthetic pesticide and chemical 
fertilizer use for the sake of food safety, flavor, and the environment. At least in some parts of 
Fukuoka, moreover, this new phase of the “productivist” regime has explicitly enrolled agencies 
                                                           
115
 As another example of facility modernization in this district, $3.1 million “greenhouse” facilities were build in 
2001 to grow leeks in nutrient-enriched water, not in soil, to increase and stabilize its production (harvested seven 
times a year),  irrespective of outside weather or temperature (Itoshima Shinbun 2001b). This method is more 
“productive” because in soil, even in a greenhouse, the number of harvest is more limited. Yet, it costs far more for 
construction of facility and equipment maintenance. This intensiveness of resource and energy consumption to 
increase crop production and labor efficiency apply to so many modern technologies and way of living. This is why 
people like Yoshikazu Kawaguchi, a natural farmer, argue that natural farming is more “productive” than modern 
agriculture if you take into account the “external” resource use (Kawaguchi and Tsuji 2011). 
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and representations of non-human actors in rice paddies. I will first examine how and why a 
group of conventional farmers in Itoshima and Fukuoka prefecture has played a role in 
constituting this new regime of human-non-human relations in rice paddies. 
 
 
Yutaka Une and Reduced Pesticide Rice Farming Movement in Fukuoka 
 
 In Fukuoka prefecture, the understanding of the development of reduced pesticide use in 
rice farming since the late 1970s must take into account the role of Une Yutaka, then a 
prefectural extension officer routinely in contact with conventional rice farmers in his 
administrative areas to provide advice on how to grow rice. Hired with an undergraduate degree 
in agriculture in 1973, but without a prior desire for the job or real farming experience, he was 
not destined to become a central figure in the reduced pesticide use rice farming practices among 
conventional farmers. But, the ways in which his critical capacity to take into account farmers’ 
perspectives and situations developed over time helped to enroll different human, institutional, 
and non-human actors to generate a widespread practice to significantly reduce pesticide use in 
rice farming in Fukuoka since the late 1970s. Let me describe and analyze how he and other 
actors shaped the reduced pesticide rice farming in this region. 
 As he met and advised farmers, Une became well aware of increasingly visible problems 
of pesticide poisoning on food and farmers (Satō 2008; Une 1984). But, he was frustrated by the 
institutional tendency to advise farmers to continue to apply pesticides because his employer and 
local agricultural cooperatives feared to take responsibility later if bugs or crop diseases 
decreased outputs of quality rice (i.e., apply pesticides to pre-empt crop damages)(Satō 2008:31-
33). Even Itoshima Shinbun, the local newspaper, was part of the institutional apparatus of this 
“nature-subduing agriculture” regime. It frequently warned of the danger of harmful bugs and 
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diseases and sometimes prescribed what to do.  For example, one front-page article, “Brown 
Plant Hopper Warning! On Alert to the End,” reported a projected record rice crop output in 
1966. But it also cited and reinforced the warning by the county harmful bug committee to watch 
out for brown plant hoppers of about 4-6mm or 0.1575-0.2362 inch in size (see Photo 26) during 
the special “brown plant hopper control month” because of their unusually high occurrences that 
year (Itoshima Shinbun 1966a). As reminiscent of the “harmful bugs” warnings in the late 19th 
and early 20th centuries, the prevention advice briefly prescribed the method, now using a 
synthetic pesticide delivered through a hose, thusly: 
As a method of prevention, you frequently patrol rice paddies (especially go into 
the center), and if you spot more than 5 heads [of brown plant hoppers] per stump, 
carry out an extermination. In order to fully attach the drug to a stump bottom, 
stick a hose fixture inside the stump. The amount should be more than 4 
kilograms [8.8lb] per are [0.0247 acre]. Choose a day with no wind, if possible 
(Itoshima Shinbun 1966a). 
 
 
Photo 26: Brown Plant Hoppers116 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 It is often said that good farmers could not help but apply pesticides when even a smallest 
chance of lost productivity arose due to disease or bugs because the amount of harvested crops 
was a main criterion for respect for conventional farmers. Farmers also used to apply pesticides 
collectively. As a farmer in his 60s in the Fukui administrative district said to me, the Itoshima 
agricultural cooperative made periodic public announcements through a public loudspeaker 
system in the district sometime before the infrastructure modernization from 1996 that farmers 
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 From: www.tanbo-kubota.co.jp/watching/watching24.html (Accessed on August 12, 2013). 
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were supposed to apply pesticides at a given time. He said he was compelled to do it when others 
were doing it.117  
…Shortly before the infrastructure modernization, they [publicly] announced 
“please apply pesticides.” Farmers’ psychology is that if someone does it, you feel 
you also have to do it, and you actually do it (interview, October 28, 2011). 
 
As quoted in the previous chapter, a farmer in her early 80s confirmed this de facto collective 
pesticide application practice following public announcements encouraging the practice which 
was made, in her memory, up until mid-1970s because she believes harmful bugs would relocate 
to rice paddies not applied with pesticides and damage the crop:  
…I believe there were public announcements in Fukui in about 1976 or 1977…. 
We all applied pesticides because if we didn’t, they [harmful bugs] flied over 
there. If we didn’t apply pesticides here, they came here. That’s why we applied 
pesticides [kusuri] around the same time… (interview, October 11, 2011).   
 
The idea that “harmful” bugs would migrate to rice paddies that have not been applied with 
pesticides had been common (Kankyō Inasaku Kenkyūkai 2002:4).118 Few wanted to be accused 
of inviting potential damages to others and then lose respect in the community.  
 In this climate, Une began to publish a newsletter in 1977 until 1988 to make farmers’ 
experiences visible and to theorize those experiences. It was in 1977 when Une first read the 
                                                           
117
 This public announcement system was still in place when I lived in the area in 2010-2011. It provided a short 
music at 5 or 6pm every day,  indicating the time as well as the end of the workday, occasional announcements from 
the city government on a variety of issues, and announcements from local administrative district head about local 
happenings. But, there was no announcement about farming or agriculture. It symbolically indicated the declining 
proportion and importance of farmers in this rural area. 
118
 The claim that “pest” bugs will move to different rice paddies unless pesticides are applied everywhere at the 
same time has been common in conventional farming, and I have personally heard it in Fukui district (also Hidaka 
and Nakasuji 1990:15). But, some scientific evidence suggests that it is more complicated, and it may apply more to 
conventional rice paddies with high amounts of pesticides and chemical fertilizers because certain bugs, such as 
brown plant hoppers, tend to appear in a large mass  when their natural enemy, namely Agamermis unka (unka 
shihen chū), that become parasitic to brown plant hoppers, are low in density (more likely in conventional rice 
paddies). In this study in the 1980s, especially in rice paddies that did not used pesticides for more than 10 years, the 
density of Agamermis unka was high, therefore, it prevented damages of brown plant hoppers to rice (Hidaka and 
Nakasuji 1990:118). Another study indicated the space between rice plants and certain organic chemicals more 
likely found in organic rice paddies reduce brown plant hopper damages (Kiritani 2004:98). 
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classic Integrated Pest Management (IPM) book by Kiritani and Nakasuji’s (1977)(Une 2005:82). 
At that time, an organic farming movement was slowly on the rise, but Une felt their approach to 
pesticides (zero synthetic pesticides) did not take conventional farmers’ situations and 
experiences into account. In other words, Une thought that unless conventional farmers saw 
concrete benefits from their own experiences, all well-intentioned advice, such as starting 
organic agriculture, would end up just preaching to deaf ears.  
 Une met a college-educated full-time farmer, just two years younger than him, in his 
district in Chikushi (just south of Fukuoka city as in Figure 1 of Introduction Chapter) in 1978. 
This young farmer told Une one day that “extension officers let farmers apply too much 
pesticides. I don’t lose any productivity even though I apply only half of what is directed” 
(quoted in Satō 2008:40). This young farmer and Une agreed to create experimental rice paddies 
where they could compare rice crops as well as kinds and numbers of bugs, such as spiders and 
dragonflies, in rice paddies depending on the amount of pesticides. Une noted that their results 
confirmed what this young farmer had claimed.  
 Then, they decided to talk to other farmers about reduced pesticide use, and five young 
farmers in the district who had already been familiar with each other in a local young farmers’ 
group agreed to participate in this experiment the following year. One of them came up with a 
tool to figure out the kinds and numbers of bugs that they observe. It was made up of a piece of 
black cloth, carved out from a used black student uniform. The cloth was stretched out and 
attached to a thick wire in the shape of a square. A farmer put this stretched cloth vertically right 
beside the bottom of a rice stalk in a rice paddy. When he taps the rice stalk toward the tool with 
the other hand a few times, many bugs fall onto the cloth (Photo 27 is a modified plastic version 
that could easily be mass produced).  
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Photo 27: How to Use “A Bug Board”119 
 
 
 
 
 
The black or dark color of the cloth allowed the farmer to better observe the fallen bugs. Since 
many bugs easily hid behind a stalk when a human came close, this tool, later called, Mushimi-
Ban (literally, “a board to look at bugs”)(hereafter, “a bug board”), became useful for other 
farmers to do the same in their own rice paddies to make their own decisions, not necessarily as 
advised by a local agricultural cooperative, extension agents, or a rice production calendar, on 
whether they needed to apply pesticides in particular rice paddies with different kinds and 
densities of bugs and other agents. Still, Une (2004a:72-73) provided a basic guideline of how to 
make a judgment of when, if at all, to apply pesticides to plant hoppers. But first, farmers had to 
understand when plant hoppers hatch from eggs (they do so a few times per season) because 
applying pesticides on eggs would not work, but it would kill “beneficial” bugs, such as spiders, 
and invite a disaster later on because reduced “beneficial” bugs cannot control plant hoppers. 
Once white-backed plant hoppers, for instance, hatch from eggs and become larvae one month 
after planting rice seedlings in mid-July, and if you find at least 30 of them on the bug board, 
Une advised, they will cause more damage than the cost of pesticides (thus, pesticide use is 
justified). Une did not provide an “objective” or “scientific” reason why 30 larvae were the 
threshold, but as he advised farmers to count those numbers, he put importance on farmers’ own 
                                                           
119
 From: http://lib.ruralnet.or.jp/genno/yougo/gy149.html (Accessed on December 7, 2013). The line at the bottom 
of the photo says “put the mushimi-ban to the bottom, and tap it three to four times with a palm.” 
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experience of counting and the aftermath of their decisions (not) to apply pesticides because 
those embodied experiences and experiments would formulate their own criteria of when and 
how much they apply pesticides (Une 1996:44). This “politics of experience” was a way to 
extricate farmers from the standardized form of pesticide application in this era. 
 Une and other farmers similarly underscored both the “traditional” knowledge of plant 
hoppers and the scientific knowledge by experientially confirming human-non-human dynamics 
in their experimental rice paddies. There is an old saying that “Let summer plant hoppers (white-
backed plant hoppers) be a fertilizer” (quoted in Satō 2008:52). Except one kind of plant hoppers 
that can survive in winter, other types of plant hoppers fly over to Japan on the eastward wind 
from the Chinese continent around July every year. They lay eggs, and their children and 
grandchildren are born in August and September, respectively. But, they die off by the end of 
September and effectively become “fertilizers” without causing much damage to rice as long as 
enough natural enemies like spiders are present. But, as mentioned, pesticides would also kill 
natural enemies, thereby requiring more pesticides to control multiplied “harmful” bugs. The 
1977 book, Fighting against Harmful Bugs, scientifically provided evidence for this dynamic 
and helped usher the reduced pesticide practice. As in the previous chapter, this was also an 
indication of an emerging scientific sub-field of “Integrated Pest Management” which attempts 
to manage species so that no species in and around farmlands dominate and damage crops 
(Kiritani 2004:35).120  
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 Integrative Pest Management (IPM) later evolved into “Integrated Biodiversity Management” (IBM) since the 
1990s at least in the scientific field (Kiritani 2004:35, 155-66).  IPM, on the one hand, often did not take into 
account biodiversity and species protection when strategically applying pesticides. IBM, on the other hand, tries to 
preserve “rare” species when applying pesticides, irrespective of whether they are considered “harmful” or “mere” 
bugs, with an assumption that they also play a role in stabilizing the local ecology. 
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 Moreover, Une (1996:119-20; Kankyō Inasaku Kenkyū Kai 2002:7) describes how the 
“discovery” of “mere bugs” (tada no mushi) that had been assumed to be unrelated to rice 
production expanded his notion of the “environment.” Prior to this grassroots movement, farmers 
were mostly concerned with “harmful bugs” (gaichū) that damaged crops, and their cognitive 
and affective senses were oriented toward these bugs. Yet, on the “bug board,” they soon noticed 
some “harmful bugs” were being eaten by other bugs or natural enemies which were called 
“beneficial bugs” (eki chū) that in effect reduced or eliminated “harmful bugs.” As noted, the 
farmers were propelled to learn their names so as to replicate the task of bug identification filled 
with emotions and affect on their own. That is, this process involved a reorientation of cognition 
(with particular names), emotions (e.g., “good” and “bad” bugs), affect (“gut” reactions to the 
presence of particular bugs), and behaviors (e.g., not applying pesticides at all in the presence of 
both “harmful” and “beneficial” bugs) in relation to particular bugs. Yet, as they accumulated the 
knowledge, they also wanted to know bugs’ names that they could not identify because they 
were apparently neither “harmful” nor “beneficial” bugs. Une sometimes could not, either. Faced 
with potential embarrassment, he just answered “that’s neither a harmful nor beneficial bug. 
That’s a mere bug” (tada no mushi)(quoted in Satō 2008:98).  
 One year later, Une realized the importance of “mere bugs” and their abundant numbers 
in stabilizing the rice paddy ecology and how they are grown in rice paddies:  
…In that year, a shorter rainy season brought a reduced number of plant hoppers 
from the Chinese continent. We  used to be glad that harmful bugs are low in 
numbers, but we were different that year. Our view on nature had changed such 
that we worried that the natural enemies of plant hoppers must be in trouble. For 
example, spiders eat each other when they don’t have anything else to eat. And, 
the number of spiders decreases in the period when they are already small in 
number after planting rice seedlings. If plant hoppers arrive in large numbers in 
that situation, rice plants would be in deep trouble. Yet, things are well-balanced 
[yoku dekitamonode] such that mere bugs, “chironomids,” appear in large 
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numbers in rice paddies in this period. Spiders then eat chironomids to survive. In 
other words, we realized that the more mere bugs exist in rice paddies, the more 
stable and richer rice paddies are (Une 1996:120).  
 
In addition, the concept of “mere bugs” turned out to be so productive that it became an official 
academic term recognized by Japanese Society of Applied Entomology and Zoology years later 
(Satō 2008:102). It was an example of how “universal” science incorporated a “local” name. 
  Hence, these farmers, with the help of Une and the bug board, began to extricate 
themselves from blindly following directives of government extension officers or a rice farming 
calendar issued by local agricultural cooperative organizations. Instead, they began to decide 
when to apply what pesticides to particular, not all, rice paddies, and to do so only when they 
saw a “necessity.” The “necessity” to apply pesticides became more decentralized to farmers 
themselves and individual rice paddies that formed different ecologies with, for example, 
different types and numbers of bugs. In the process, the portable bug board with the particular 
colors opened up whole new socio-natural relations beyond rice production. It produced more 
close-range physical and social relationships between farmers and the eco-system in rice paddies 
and beyond such that these farmers could see subtle differences among different rice paddy fields 
and even developed a care ethic for the bugs. Many farmers reportedly found enjoyment in those 
activities.  
 After 1980, Une relocated to two other districts in the same prefecture over time, and the 
essentially same reconstitution of the farmer-bug relationships occurred with the consequence of 
reduced pesticide use. In Fukuoka city (see Figure 2 in Chapter 1), its conventional agricultural 
cooperative’s technical advisers to farmers learned how to use the bug board, and these advisers 
decided to distribute the board to all three thousand members (Satō 2008:76). Une says that once 
they learned bugs’ names and how to figure out when not to apply pesticides, they thought they 
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had to provide the bug board to the farmers to do the same. A group of farmers then formed a 
study group to experiment on pesticide use by using the bug board. Because these farmers tended 
to be respected in their hamlets, some other farmers apparently followed suit and reduced 
pesticide use as a result. One farmer even resisted Une’s advice to apply pesticides at one point 
and proved to him later that pesticides in that particular circumstance were not necessary (Satō 
2008:85). By 1985, this district in Fukuoka city had reportedly reduced the number of pesticide 
applications to half of the prefectural average. Thus, this “bug board” acted as an “immutable 
mobile” to enroll these farmers and rice paddy bugs to essentially transfer particular knowledge 
and experience of the farmer-rice paddy bug relationships from the original location where this 
“bug board” was first utilized. However, the agricultural cooperative from which conventional 
farmers purchase pesticides and other agricultural materials experienced reduced sales because 
they lost a 10% commission for the pesticide sales. But, Une says he did not face any open 
resistance from the leadership of this local cooperative. Une cites a slightly tense exchange 
between the head of the Fukuoka city agricultural cooperative and himself, but it apparently did 
not amount to overt counter-measures to Une’s project, let alone a reversal of the downward 
pesticide sales. When the head told Une “…it looks like the pesticide sale has declined by 100 
million yen ($1 million). According to a report, that’s a huge loss” (quoted in Satō 2008:78). Une 
responded: “The agricultural cooperative may have lost 10 million yen [10% commission], but 
the members earned 90 million yen” (quoted in Satō 2008:78). The head just laughed as if he 
was outwitted. It should be noted that, by the mid-1980s, Nōkyō’s profit was coming from its 
banking and insurance divisions, and it was well compensating its deficit-ridden original 
agricultural business, such as selling farming inputs (e.g., pesticides and fertilizers)(Nōbunkyō 
Ronsetsu Iinkai 1987:41-42). 
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 On the other hand, the adjacent district, Itoshima county (see Figures 2 and 3 in Chapter 1, 
before it became a “city” in 2010 by merging with Maebaru city), was using more pesticides than 
the prefectural average in 1985. In the fall of 1985, however, white-backed plant hoppers 
damaged the areas encompassing both Itoshima county and Fukuoka city (Satō 2008:86-87). Yet, 
it turned out that this Fukuoka city district with relatively little pesticide use lost only 0.3% of the 
rice paddy size to the damage whereas Itoshima suffered damages to, on average, 30% of its rice 
paddy area. Une argued that what made the difference were two factors. First, close observations 
of the bugs among the Fukuoka city farmers reduced the harm. Second, Une had advised farmers 
to switch to a new pesticide and apply it when deemed necessary because he had heard that year 
that an old insecticide was no longer effective apparently due to resistance the bugs had 
developed.  
 Irrespective of the actual causes for the disparity, the clear contrast of the neighboring 
areas was highlighted in the media and by observers (Satō 2005; Satō 2008). It reaffirmed the 
practice of Fukuoka city farmers who had reduced pesticide use, and it compelled a number of 
farmers, the farmer cooperative, and the municipal extension officers in Itoshima and other areas 
to learn from Une. Hearing from Une’s account of a rice paddy ecology and farming methods, 
one Itoshima farmer who had reported his observations of American farmers in the local 
newspaper above in 1976 (Fujise 1976a, 1976b, 1976c, 1976d) thought “the plant hoppers must 
have wanted to teach us farmers not to apply pesticides so much” (quoted in Satō 2008:89). The 
Itoshima agricultural cooperative decided to distribute the bug board to all its rice-growing 
members, and they, on average, reduced the number of pesticide applications in half. From 1990, 
Une was invited and assigned to this Itoshima district.  
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 The story underscores at least three dynamics in the shifting socio-natural regimes of rice 
producing practices. First, the rearticulation of the grassroots relationships among farmers, local 
organizations, and bugs helped constitute a new project that involved more intimate relationships 
between farmers and bugs in which farmers were encouraged to develop their own agency and 
judgment to apply pesticides. Second, the agency of a mass of white-backed plant hoppers in 
1985 coincided with the divergent pesticide application practices in the two neighboring Nōkyō 
districts, thereby facilitating the contrast and attributing the insecticide use as the objective cause. 
Third, the portability and affordability of the bug board readily diffused not only the technology, 
but also the new project of socio-natural networks. 
 
 
Rearranging Socio-Natural Materiality to Eliminate Herbicide Use 
 
 Around this time in the late 1980s and early 1990s, the newly shaped agency of farmers 
to reduce pesticide use in Fukuoka prefecture rearranged the socio-natural materiality to generate 
several farming methods that ultimately eliminated the herbicide use altogether. Here, I discuss 
two methods because they became among the most well-known and popular. First, Takao Furuno, 
Une’s friend and a farmer in Fukuoka prefecture from the same alma mater as Une’s (who later 
acquired a Ph.D like Une), devised a duck rice paddy farming (aigamo nōhō) in 1988 (Furuno 
2010:21; Satō 2008:126-28)(Photo 28). These ducks are the results of interbreeding of wild and 
domesticated mallard ducks, and they cannot fly. Farming methods incorporating ducks in some 
way existed on and off for a number of centuries in Japan, but a farmer in northwestern part of 
Japan successfully incorporated them to eliminate pesticide use in 1985.121 His method soon 
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 From: “Aigamo Nōhō” at https://ja.wikipedia.org/wiki/%E5%90%88%E9%B4%A8%E8%BE%B2%E6%B3%95 
(Accessed on December 8, 2013). 
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came to be known nationally. In Furuno’s method, on the other hand, he not only devised 
additional measures to protect ducks, but also used ducks as food after harvest of rice.  
 
Photo 28: Duck Farming122 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 This is how it basically works. A flock of two-week-old ducks, released onto water-filled 
rice paddies after rice seedlings had grown to some extent, eat only weeds and other small 
creatures in the water. Their paddling legs in a shallow water can root out fragile young weeds. 
The generated muddy water helps to hinder sunshine from reaching the soil at the bottom, 
thereby slowing weed growth. Their dung helps fertilize the soil, and all kinds of small bugs, 
including “harmful bugs,” become their food. The lovely ducks’ charisma soon attract visitors, 
particularly children who come for farm and food education (Lorimer 2007). Their non-
threatening furry bodies and movement induce smiles and a peace of mind from humans. Furuno 
similarly says the ducks captivate him and make him forget about time and realize that farming is 
fun. He says people realize the fundamental fact that they are part of the larger nature like the 
ducks live in rice paddy ecology (Furuno 2010:18). In 1989, the first national conference for 
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 From: http://hanachan62jp.photo-web.cc/0805aigamo/ (Accessed on August 20, 2013). 
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farmers practicing or interested in this duck method was held, and the 20th anniversary national 
conference was held in Fukuoka city in 2010 involving not just many farmers, but also 
academics and several sponsoring small agricultural companies, such as consumer cooperatives. 
Other farmers as far as in South Korea, China, and Southeast Asia have incorporated this method 
(Zenkoku Aigamo Suitō Kai 2010). In this sense, the human-made ducks have played a role not 
just in rice and rice paddy ecology production, but also in producing emotions and affect that 
have shaped socio-natural relations. 
 Yet, the official membership of the duck method farmer organization has significantly 
declined from over 700 in 1991 to about 350 in 2010 (Tokuno 2010:4-5). One main reason 
appears to be numerous technical and affective difficulties in coordinating a variety of human 
and non-human actors (Manda 2010:13-17).123 Many rice planting machines, for example, are 
built to plant only young seedlings, not more mature ones that ducks cannot eat. A few weeks 
delay in releasing ducks into rice paddies to wait for the seedlings to grow also means the growth 
other weeds which, by then, small chicks cannot consume. Ducks in rice paddies can also attract 
numerous animals, including dogs and cats, to attack ducks unless farmers put up elaborate and 
often costly structures for protection. By the time rice bears fruits, now grown-up ducks must be 
captured before they begin to eat maturing rice. They then need to be slaughtered to be 
consumed by farmers’ households or/and sold to others. By this time, they have grown too large 
to spare rice seedlings next spring, and they cannot be let into the wild by law to maintain the 
current genetic diversity outside. But, many farmers cannot butcher ducks for human 
consumption technically and potentially emotionally, and duck consumption market is limited in 
Japan. The bottom line is that it involves a lot of human care and labor without much economic 
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 Also see: https://ja.wikipedia.org/wiki/%E5%90%88%E9%B4%A8%E8%BE%B2%E6%B3%95 (Accessed on 
August 20, 2013).  
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rewards (Itoshima Shinbun 1999a). I personally did not see any ducks in rice paddies in Itoshima 
area during my fieldwork. 
 Second, gradually and unevenly since the mid-1980s, the Itoshima area rice paddies have 
witnessed rice crop damages by channeled apple snails, which can grow up to about one inch tall 
and wide (Satō 2008:128-30). Originally from Argentina, they began to be imported from 
Taiwan to a few nearby prefectures in 1981 for food. The snail farms spread to a majority of 
Japanese prefectures within the next few years, but they soon found themselves being bankrupt. 
In the process, some snails escaped from the farms. In Fukae in Nijō Town in Itoshima county, 
some farmers began to notice them in rice paddies by July 1986 (Fukuyoshi Kyōdoshi 
Kenkyūkai 2003:305; Itoshima Shinbun 1987a), and they appear to have spread to other, but not 
all, areas in Itoshima over time in different ways. Trucks unknowingly carried soil containing 
channeled apple snails or/and their eggs from rice paddies at the beginning of infrastructure 
modernization projects and to newly widened rice paddies elsewhere (interview, February 5, 
2011). Likewise, tractors and other technologies and humans unintentionally did so from one rice 
paddy to another. The problem for rice farmers is that the snails eat rice plants when the plants 
are small and soft, especially in the first few weeks of rice seedling planting.  
 Yet, the snails can do so only when water is above their height. Otherwise, they are 
effectively immobilized. But, farmers need to fill up water in paddies in that stage of rice 
farming for herbicides to work. This gives the snails’ mobility to eat small rice seedlings. 
Especially, if rice paddies are not evenly flat and have deeper spots, snails would congregate and 
consume all edible objects, including rice seedlings. Their activities effectively create empty 
spaces without rice plants in rice paddies (see Photos 29 & 30 below – the small black round 
objects on the soil that look like small rocks are the channeled apple snails). An increased water 
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level due to heavy rain right after rice seedling planting can also result in their increased mobility 
and disappearance of rice seedlings unless farmers drain water (interview, February 5, 2011). 
Moreover, with their rapid reproductive capacity and their ability to stay under the soil surface, 
many escape human collective efforts to weed them out (Itoshima Shinbun 1987).  
 
Photo 29: A Large Spot without 
Rice Seedlings that were most likely 
Eaten by Channeled Apple Snails 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo 30: Spots in Summer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Not surprisingly, many farmers have developed a strong enmity to them. I asked one 
conventional farmer in late April during rice seedling planting if what I saw on the soil was a 
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channeled apple snail because it looked so small and there were other similar-looking snails. He 
quickly exclaimed “oh, a channeled apple snail!” (“Jumbo Tanishi [snail]” is a popular name in 
Japanese) and swiftly crushed it with his foot and utter disgust (field notes, April 23, 2011). Such 
unpopularity was especially common among conventional farmers in this Fukui district with 
many such snails. 
 On the other hand, some farmers in Maebaru city, then adjacent to Itoshima county in 
1988 noticed the snails’ ability to move around and eat any and all soft plants only when water is 
above their height (Satō 2008:129). Thus, these farmers who had already attempted to reduce 
pesticide use began an experiment. They kept only shallow water in rice paddies until rice plants 
grew sturdy enough to withstand channeled apple snails’ voracious appetite. After that period, 
introducing more water enabled the snails to move around and eat only weeds that were just 
growing. They also had to make the rice paddies as flat as possible, to plant as sturdy rice 
seedlings as possible, and to drain water from rice paddies right after a substantial rainfall. The 
experiment was successful although they had to accept some loss of rice plants to the snails. The 
snails helped farmers so much that these farmers renamed the snails “Inamori Gai” (literally, 
“Snails that Protect Rice” in Chinese characters) and put the new name on rice packages since 
1993 sold to consumers who were looking for reduced/non-pesticide rice. As a result, these 
farmers were able to devise a strategy to rearticulate the interests and materialities (e.g., 
technologies) of different actors, including farmers and their organization, consumers, and the 
snails.  
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Further Development in the 1990s Itoshima and Maebaru city 
 
 By the early 1990s, “environmental rice production” has come to be on the front page of 
the Itoshima newspaper with titles, such as “Environmentally Protective Rice Production More 
Popular” (1994e). Based on the Itoshima agricultural cooperative’s theme in 1997, “Protect the 
Environment,” most young agricultural cooperative member farmers painted hand-made 
billboards about nature and agriculture, as in the titles “Nature is Friend” and “Let’s Protect One 
Earth, All Lives” (Itoshima Shinbun 1997d). In 1996, a group of 67 Itoshima farmers who had 
experimented with these and other “environmental conservation methods” was awarded with the 
presidential prize in the first national environmental conservation agriculture promotion contest 
(Itoshima Shinbun 1996c). Une and these farmers emphasized that agriculture is much more than 
economic efficiency partly because farmers and farming itself produces invaluable natural 
environment although much farming had changed due to modernization of agriculture since the 
1950s. They conveyed this message in a series of essays in Itoshima Shinbun (1996d, 1996e, 
1996f, 1996g, 1996h) to invite readers to an upcoming national conference on “Agriculture and 
Natural Environment” sponsored partly by the Fukuoka prefectural government and national 
agricultural ministry in Tokyo, and it attracted about 1,200 attendees from around the nation 
(Itoshima Shinbun 1996i): 
If I say dragonflies, killifish, loaches, lightening bugs, pond skaters, diving beetles, 
and frogs, most people would say they are “natural creatures” or “wild creatures.” 
But, these creatures are “agricultural creatures” because rice paddies allow them 
to reproduce and multiply. But, consumers don’t know this fact, and farmers 
haven’t really talked about it to others. Why is that? When these creatures were 
abundant, they didn’t need to. That was the Japanese view of nature…. [A few 
sentences indicating that several creatures have disappeared since 1960 in 
Maebaru city] But, why do we need to pay attention to the life of these creatures? 
Many acknowledge the value of rich nature, but farming that nurtures 
“agricultural creatures” as representatives of rich nature has never been truly 
valued. Agricultural production became a mere “food production” industry only 
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after the [Second World] War. The world of “agriculture” is richer and deeper. 
This symposium will demonstrate that the intimate relationships between 
agriculture and the natural environment is the Japanese culture itself… (Itoshima 
Shinbun 1996d). 
 
They went on to say that we must look at the habitat as a whole community: 
 
…Lesser emperors (a species of dragonflies) are born in ponds, but they feed 
themselves in woods around ponds. They soon arrive at rice paddies, mate, and 
lay eggs back onto ponds. In other words, they cannot live unless the whole area 
is preserved. It has recently been discovered that diving beetles, nepidaes, and 
water scorpions in ponds next to mountains suddenly fly out of ponds one day. 
They appear to move to rice paddies for laying eggs. If you think of it, soon after 
puddling rice paddies, pond skaters and other creatures are swimming. So, 
creatures move around the whole community to live…. In this symposium, we do 
not limit the “natural environment” to rice paddies, but to think about it as part of 
the whole community. That’s why we want to understand the relationships among 
agriculture, mountains, rivers, villages, and oceans, and to come up with an 
answer as to what we should do, including consumers… (Itoshima Shinbun 
1996g). 
 
In the end, their reconfiguration of human-non-human in agriculture is linked to the preservation 
of agriculture and their livelihood: 
…Now you understand the point. We will provide clear, concrete, and lucid 
answers to the claim that “why don’t we import food as long as it’s safe, cheap, 
tasty, fresh, and nutritious?” Imported food would not produce the natural 
environment… (Itoshima Shinbun 1996h). 
 
 In Maebaru city, then located independently just east of Itoshima county, a set of 
conceptual guidelines on environmental conservation agriculture was formulated in 1993 as 
directed by the national government in the previous year (Maebaru Shi Kankyō Hozengata 
Nōgyō Suishin Kyōgi Kai 1993; Nishi Nihon Shinbun 1993a). Only one municipality in each of 
the forty seven prefectures in Japan became a model city, and Maebaru city was the selected 
municipality in Fukuoka prefecture. The choice of this city was possibly because of Une’s 
presence in Itoshima (whose ideas are discernible in the plan booklet [Maebaru Shi Kankyō 
Hozengata Nōgyō Suishin Kyōgi Kai 1993]) and active grassroots reduced pesticide activities 
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among some farmers in this area since the mid-1980s. As suggested here and in Chapter 2, this 
move toward “environmental conservation” agriculture (kankyō hozengata nōgyō) was now 
nationally promoted from the top. Organized by the city government’s agricultural policy section, 
Fukuoka extension office, and Itoshima agricultural cooperative, the group provided the rationale 
for the guideline that targets citizen concerns about environmental effects of chemically synthetic 
materials, such as pesticides and chemical fertilizers (Maebaru Shi Kankyō Hozengata Nōgyō 
Suishin Kyōgi Kai 1993:2, 5). Part of the issue was economic in that those chemically synthetic 
materials can sap organic matters and replant diseases/disorders (rensaku shōgai), thereby 
costing economically.124 The growing needs for safe and high quality food in an affluent society 
meant reduction of such chemically synthetic materials, and it was also recommended to use 
organic materials for more fertile soil that is supplied partly by local dairy farmers who had a 
problem finding appropriate waste disposal means for animal waste.  
 The document seems to be shaped by the ideas of Yutaka Une that explored deeper 
structures and meanings of agriculture that challenged the dominant regime of modern 
agriculture. One committee was researching the state of environmental conservation farming, 
especially in rice paddies. It laid out basic principles: (1) individual farmers can actively decide 
which farming methods, especially pesticides and chemical fertilizers, to use rather than being 
directed by above; (2) rather than merely eliminating “harmful bugs,” techniques and attitudes 
                                                           
124
 “Replant diseases or disorders” occur when crop growth or/and output suffers after either the same crop or crops 
in the same plant family as the previous crop get planted. The reasons are said to be any of multiple sources. For 
example, the previous crop had attracted parasitic (micro-)organisms and nematodes (favoring those specific crops, 
but not others) which remain in the soil to take nutrients from the newly planted crop of the same kind. Particular 
crops like particular sets of nutrients, and if farmers plant the same kind of crops without considering those missing 
fertilizing components, crop growth may suffer. Chemical fertilizers often provide multiple nutrients that  crops 
cannot absorb. The leftover nutrients can change the chemical dynamics of the soil, including the soil structure to 
hold water, air, and nutrients, thereby sapping crop growth. See, for example, www.shizenkagaku.jp/mukudai/, 
https://ja.wikipedia.org/wiki/%E9%80%A3%E4%BD%9C, and 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Specific_replant_disease  (Accessed on August 6, 2014). 
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should be cultivated to think about how they can become useful, as in channeled apple snails; (3) 
“the environment” is more important than “efficiency” in society when considering for future 
generations; (4) modern agriculture has emphasized “input” rather than how matter circulates for 
mutual benefit. As a result, the soil became impoverished and a source of pollution. It is 
necessary to reverse this direction; (5) Rather than one “right” farming method, farmers in 
different localities and farmlands need to develop their own appropriate farming methods.  
 The committee also provided basic directions for environmental conservation agriculture 
that take into account the larger socio-natures in which such agriculture can work and survive: 
(1) the importance of the soil, not just for farmers, but also for all citizens; (2) the importance of 
not just water quality, but also the environment that creates such water quality; (3) waterways are 
more than pipelines carrying water from point A to B because they also nurture creatures; (4) 
best “greenery” is something that humans, especially farmers, maintain; (5) food needs to be 
consumed locally for local revitalization that involves consumers and children in relation to 
farming and the environment.  
 As indicated, these ideas may have set the direction of Maebaru city’s agricultural policy, 
but without concrete timelines and projects, it is unclear to what extent these ideas have actually 
been implemented city-wide beyond the groups that had already been engaged in these faming 
activities. If the farmlands in Fukui district in adjacent Nijō that I observed was any indication, 
these principles had limited and uneven results on the ground, as I will demonstrate later in this 
chapter. Yet, Une’s ideas that these principles represented materialized in his and his colleagues’ 
work at his Research Institute of Agriculture and Nature from 2000 to 2010. In particular, its 
project with the Fukuoka prefectural government, “Nō no Megumi” or “Agriculture’s Blessings” 
in 2005-2007 in 14 administrative districts around Fukuoka prefecture was a manifestation of 
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those ideas that I will examine in the next chapter. Here, I will briefly discuss the results of a 
survey of one Itoshima farmer group that was presumably conducted in the early 1990s (no 
specific date and year listed) on the relationship between farming and the natural environment to 
provide a sense of their attitudes. 
 Itoshima Environmental Rice Production Research Group is a group of Itoshima farmers 
who decided to form a study group in 1994 to exchange views on “environmental conservation” 
rice production (Maebaru Shi Kankyō Hozengata Nōgyō Suishin Kyōgi Kai 1993:2). As of late 
1990s, their cultivation land size by its 105 members amounted to about 10% of the area rice 
paddy size in Itoshima (Maebaru Shi Kankyō Hozengata Nōgyō Suishin Kyōgi Kai 1993:6; 
Kankyō Inasaku Kenkyū Kai 2002:6). The presumably self-selected and unknown number of 
members’ responses to survey questions about “the natural environment” suggested not 
necessarily mutually exclusive relationships among farming, environmental concerns, and 
economic interests (multiple answers permitted and undated)(Table 6). That is to say, the vast 
majority of the respondents saw the importance of the “natural environment,” which was 
something they created through farming activities. At the same time, many wanted to be 
financially compensated for their farming that effectively preserved the good natural 
environment although they did not want to consciously “make money” off of it. Likewise, a 
farmer panelist at an environmental rice production conference in Itoshima in 1998 was quoted: 
“It was not to think about environmental problems that I first engaged in environmental rice 
production. It had a lot to do with how to solve a weeding problem, and labor and economic 
costs” (Itoshima Shinbun 1998a).125   
                                                           
125
 In addition, I would like to note two other projects of environmental conservation agriculture in Fukuoka 
prefecture in the 1990s. In 1994, one town in eastern Fukuoka prefecture proposed a town-wide ordinance toward 
reduced and non-pesticide agriculture (Nishi Nihon Shinbun 1994a). Yet, these guidelines were largely a technical 
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Table 6: The Survey Results about Farming and the Natural Environment 
Questions Percentage in Agreement 
“‘The natural environment’ is important for my life”* 74%  
“‘The natural environment’ is a result of farming” 29% 
“I want to appeal to public opinion more about the fact 
that reduced-pesticide agriculture protects ‘the natural 
environment’” 
48% 
“‘The natural environment’ is maintained by agriculture, 
but I do not want to make money out of it” 
27% 
“Protecting ‘the natural environment’ does not make any 
money. It is no use” 
0% 
“‘The natural environment’ is maintained at cost. I want to 
make money” 
14% 
“It is a problem to cost a lot of money and become less 
efficient to protect ‘the natural environment’” 
22% 
“Agriculture is rather destroying ‘the natural 
environment’” 
12% 
“It is inevitable that we sacrifice ‘the natural 
environment’ in order to live our lives” 
9% 
“It gives me a headache to start thinking about the 
relationship between agriculture and the natural 
environment” 
 
7% 
*From Kankyō Inasaku Kenkyū Kai (2002:6) 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
 As will be summarized in Table 9 in Conclusion Chapter, I analyzed ways in which 
socio-natural actors historically interacted in farmlands in Itoshima, Fukuoka (I will discuss the 
part of mid-1980s-2010s further in the next chapter). I argued that those relationships of actors, 
discourses, and institutions (that is, regimes), have shifted over time, yet some parts have 
endured, if in the margins. The materialities of bugs, bug boards, machines, pesticides, human 
bodies, rice paddy ridges and sizes also shaped the kinds of relationships between humans and 
non-human actors that existed in farmlands, including physical and social distance between 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
approach: If you grow crops with this or that method, crops will be labeled “environmentally friendly”. The 
Itoshima Agricultural Cooperative in 1994 opened a research facility for Effective Micro-organisms to reduce use of 
pesticides and chemical fertilizers (Nishi Nihon Shinbun 1994b). 
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farmers and bugs in rice paddies. More broadly, political economies of geopolitics (colonialism 
and war) and international relations as well as domestic political priorities and the Tokyo-
provincial relationships have similarly shaped the discourses and material technologies of 
historical regimes as well as farmers’ relations to particular crops, as in the declining rice 
cultivation. Discursive spheres, including science of bugs, and logics of agriculture emerged in 
or/and shaped those relationships of socio-natures. 
 In the next chapter, I will further examine the development of the 2005-2007 Fukuoka-
prefectural government’s “Agriculture’s Blessings” program spearheaded by Yutaka Une and his 
colleagues and how and why the farmers came to participate in the program. I will account for 
those patterns of participation, which ultimately highlight an uneven transition to the 
“environmental conservation agriculture” regime in most of the fourteen participating districts.  
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CHAPTER 4 
 
 “AGRICULTURE’S BLESSINGS” (NŌ NO MEGUMI) PROJECT IN FUKUOKA 
 
 
Introduction 
 
 In this chapter, I will examine the 2005-2007 “Agriculture’s Blessings” program that was 
promulgated by the Fukuoka prefectural government. It was a policy based partly on the new 
socio-natural relationships cultivated by Une’s group in previous decades. The program solicited 
the participation of fourteen local administrative districts in the Fukuoka prefecture, including 
the Fukui district that I observed, and it produced limited and uneven rearticulations of socio-
natural relationships among farmers and non-human actors in rice paddies.126 More specifically, I 
will analyze the following: (1) Historical, political, economic, and cultural contexts in which 
“Agriculture’s Blessings” emerged in the 2005. They included partial decentralization of 
political power from Tokyo to local regions, the development of the “cooperative” relationships 
between the government and non-governmental organizations, including Une’s organization, in 
discursive relation to the turbulent 1960s radical activism. It also involved a construction of the 
rural as nature-abundant agricultural and traditional spaces since the 1960s that, for one, made 
rice paddy fields a worthy object for tourism. I will in part illustrate my points from Itoshima’s 
and Fukui district’s examples. (2) Une’s group’s construction of a poster based on a national 
survey of bugs in rice paddies “averaged out” differences among different rice paddies and rice-
making practices in time and space in order to produce a national project. It explicitly made 
connection between farmers, farmers’ work in rice paddies, “creatures” (ikimono) that grow in 
rice paddies, consumers, and policy. It partly relied on non-human charismas, or rice paddy 
                                                           
126
 “Administrative district” is, again, a unit of neighborhood typically with a neighborhood association which 
coordinates a variety of activities, such as neighborhood clean-ups and seasonal festivals. 
167 
 
creatures, such as dragonflies, frogs, and loaches, to garner wide public support. (3) Une’s 2003 
proposal to the agricultural minister in Tokyo which suggests his group’s radical intent beyond 
the national model of “environmental conservation agriculture” that still relied on productivity, 
efficiency, and money-making. I will sketch a preliminary picture of his nation-based (i.e., 
Japanese) “anti-modern” “neo-agrarianism” that will be further analyzed in the following chapter 
regarding its socio-historical origins and particular conceptualization of the nation and its history. 
(4) How and why the program was able to enroll the fourteen districts, with a particular focus on 
Fukui district (I was able to interview representatives of eight districts in total). I will point out 
that the pre-existing and on-going social networks between the local leadership in Fukui district 
and the local Nijō Town government, as well as social networks inside Fukui district, were 
crucial for farmer participation in the program. I will also provide evidence for economic 
incentives, including direct government payment for participation (to individuals and the district, 
where payment to the district was then partly used to cement social ties for on-going 
participation). The economic incentives were also used to augment declining farming prices and 
to maintain farmlands which the conventional farmers felt obligations to protect. Ecological 
concerns among the conventional farmers were only marginal in that they were merely aware of 
some ecological changes in their neighborhood especially after the infrastructure modernization 
project the district went through in the 1990s and the early 2000s. (5) How a survey of the 
participating farmers in the fourteen districts indicates the changing awareness and practices 
among most participating farmers. Yet, based on my interview with representatives of eight 
district representatives, those changes were minor. Perhaps one district that constructed a 
“biotope” may have created a more enduring relationship among farmers, rice paddy creatures, 
and consumers. As in the next chapter, however, the conventional farmers, especially in older 
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generations, have had relationships with the “ordinary” socio-nature, such as crabs and edible 
wild plants, in their own district. I would say this is an “ordinary socio-nature” that has not been 
incorporated by the modern agro-environmental regimes, including the environmental 
conservation agriculture regime. (6) Broader political economic conditions that shaped the 
conventional farmers’ level of engagement with “Agriculture’s Blessings,” such as the declining 
significance of rice farming and the rearrangement of rice paddy practices due to the 
infrastructure modernization project.  
 
 
“Agriculture’s Blessings” Project (Nō no Megumi) 
 
 In this section, I will examine a major governmental project in Fukuoka prefecture that 
manifested Une’s group’s ideas and practices. I will first provide political, cultural, historical, 
and philosophical contexts in which this “Agriculture’s Blessings” program took shape. Those 
factors include the following: (1) a limited decentralization of governance away from Tokyo and 
changing state-civil society relationships since the 1970s along with rural revitalization programs 
and economic development since the 1960s that created a particular “nature-abundant,” farming, 
and “traditional” rural, including in Itoshima. This was also the era in which rice paddies and 
farmlands became an object of tourism. The dominant discourse of the rural space bodes well 
with that of the “Agriculture’s Blessings”; (2) discursive and policy relations to a German agro-
environmental program from which the “Agriculture’s Blessings” program gained its concrete 
ideas; and (3) the 2001 national database which produced a nationalized image that discursively 
linked rice, rice paddy creatures, farmers, consumers, and agricultural policy. It partly depended 
on an appeal to nationally symbolized non-human charisma of some of those creatures.  
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Introduction and Contexts 
 
 From 2005 to 2007, Fukuoka prefecture, with a budget of $0.8 million, designated 
fourteen districts around the prefecture to involve farmers and residents to investigate numbers 
and kinds of non-plant creatures in rice paddies. It was a pilot program of “de-coupling” that 
separated financial support to farmers from direct crop production, and instead provided a 
subsidy to non-production farming activities, such as maintaining “biodiversity,” “beautiful 
landscapes,” and other “multi-functions” of agriculture. The “de-coupling” for such farming 
activities, not just for reducing pesticide use in farming as occurred in Shiga prefecture, was the 
first at the prefectural level in the nation. The committee members who organized this program 
had a clear agenda of taking the accomplishments of the reduced pesticide movement to the next 
level. Indeed, the Fukuoka governmental agricultural policy department chief, who used to be 
Une’s colleague in the prefectural agricultural extension office, had wanted to initiate something 
that does not merely follow the central government directives (Une 2008:181). The organizers 
cited national and Fukuoka prefectural surveys which indicated that the vast majority of 
prefectural survey respondents supported a government program with their tax money to support 
the use of domestic agriculture for domestic food consumption and for its multifunctional 
benefits (Fukuoka Ken 2008:1-3).127 
                                                           
127
 This is also confirmed by a non-random survey of 247 Fukuoka prefecture resident voluntary “monitors” about 
what they think about agriculture’s multifunctionality in 2010 (one answer choice only among 5 options, including 
the choice of “other reasons”).  The answer choice with the highest percentage (55.1% or 136 respondents) was “it 
should be maintained by prefectural residents,” followed by “it should be maintained by the government” (29.1% or 
72 respondents), “it should be maintained by farmers” (11.7% or 29 respondents), and “no need to maintain it” 
(0.4% or 1 respondent)(3.6% or 9 respondents chose “other reasons”). From: “Dai I’kkai Kensei Monitā Ankēto” 
(The First Survey of Prefectural Policy) (http://www.pref.fukuoka.lg.jp/uploaded/life/57568_12055096_misc.pdf) 
(Accessed on August 28, 2014). It appears that the sample is distributed more or less proportionately regarding 
gender, age, and regions within the prefecture. See “Prefectural Policy Monitor Policy” for the basic criteria for the 
“monitors.” (http://www.pref.fukuoka.lg.jp/f08/monita.html)(Accessed on September 2, 2013). 
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 It should be noted here that this “local initiative” had been occurring as in the 
governmental and popular discourse of “local/region’s era” (chihō no jidai) since the 1970s 
along with the rural revitalization government programs and rural economic development from 
the 1960s. It created a particular rural landscape and discourse. The “Agriculture’s Blessings” 
program reflects and was shaped by these historical developments of projects since the 1960s. 
Let me discuss some of these historical development projects in some detail. First, the “local 
initiative” has emphasized the importance and initiatives of localities, regions, and their unique 
cultures, rather than top-down directives from Tokyo. Grassroots campaigns against resort 
development for a variety of recreation facilities that had caused problems in the 1960s and 
1970s initiated the shift. But, the trend was soon incorporated into the mainstream conservative 
politics in Tokyo by the late 1970s (Sand 2013:19; Yoshimi 2009:147). By the late 1980s, 
government bureaucrats, corporate actors, and influential movement intellectuals broadly came 
to an agreement on the importance of “constructive” and pragmatic civic activism with 
“proposals” (Avenell 2010a:16-19, 199, 207-209, 2010b). It was a move away from street 
protests or “mere” oppositions as in many social movements from the 1950s to early 1970s. One 
result of this new state-civil society relationship was the 1998 non-profit organization law that 
legitimatized such “cooperative” relationships that are consistent with this “Agriculture’s 
Blessings” program and Une’s research organization. Une’s research institute’s preference to 
propose concrete ideas that can be transformed into policy, rather than mere protests or waiting 
for a biodiversity calamity, is clear from their work and the following sentence succinctly stating 
the reason why Une likes the idea of “biodiversity”: “…I like the idea and thought of 
‘biodiversity’ because I feel it was proposed as a counter-proposal, not as a scream from natural 
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creatures [ikimono no gawa kara no himei dewa naku] or as a protest, in response to 
contemporary life that pursues efficiency and economic growth” (Une 2010a:271).  
 Second, the decentralized development away from Tokyo had begun in the early 1960s 
with a dispersion of major industries in a number of main cities (Furukawa and Matsuda 2002:6). 
As pollution and other social problems materialized especially in urban cities in this period, the 
national government in Tokyo began to recognize rural regions as providing more than labor and 
food for cities. That is, those areas became depositories of nature for the service of ailing 
national populations. As early as 1970, for example, a national government commission on rural 
development recommended that “mountain village regions must protect and preserve excellent 
nature for a long time, and that they must play a large role to contribute to the development of 
the sound economy and society…” (Furukawa and Matsuda 2002:12). They were, among others, 
to “provide places for greenery as well as relaxation and recreation for the vast majority of the 
national population, especially urban residents” (Furukawa and Matsuda 2002:12).  
 Moreover, the phrase, “discover X,” originated from a tourism campaign in the United 
States in the period, was picked up by the Japanese national railway as the “Discover Japan” 
campaign from 1970 to 1977 to promote train travel to different parts of Japan, especially rural 
areas (Fukagawa 1991:125-27). It was conceptualized to “discover” and experience rich nature, 
beautiful histories and traditions, as well as attentive humanness (Morita 2006:199). Thus, this 
“discovery” of rural space was particular in that it was, for example, not a picture of struggling 
rural areas with an increasing elderly population (Yasui 1997:213). The campaign stimulated the 
guilt of overwork and travels to such spaces by the growing middle class, including young 
women, whose family members may have come from rural areas. It was also in 1976 that the 
Ministry of Education, Science and Culture in Tokyo initiated a furusato (native home or 
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hometown) movement whose purpose was to encourage youths to rethink their own local 
“hometowns” so that they will develop a sense of civic responsibilities in their communities 
(Yasui 1997:214). It involved 23 prefectures that showcased local folk histories and nature 
preservation. 
 In Itoshima, “furusato” appeared to have been used by the mid-1960s in the context of 
rapid economic development, especially in urbanizing parts of the county. As Genkai Quasi-
National Park (Kokutei Kōen), the newly designated quasi-national park of the whole Itoshima 
coastal area since 1954, attracted many tourists, local governmental agencies, Itoshima county 
tourist association, and the county fishery cooperative mobilized to police the landscape and to 
protect its image (Itoshima Shinbun 1965a, 1967b).128 These entities wanted to produce 
“beautiful nature” and “native place or home [furusato], Itoshima” for tourists and themselves as 
the Itoshima people. It used its authenticity and links to the “good-old” past which urban and 
increasingly middle-class tourists and many semi-urbanized residents came to long for, though 
for slightly different reasons.  Vice President of Itoshima Association in Tokyo echoed this 
particular landscape construction of “good old” Itoshima in 1976 to “surely keep good old 
Itoshima even while adapting to the changing time” (Mine 1976). Part of “good old Itoshima” 
involved “nature” “inherited from ancestors” and historical sites. He recommended building 
appropriate roads and facilities “for recreation and relaxation for urbanites” that “discover 
Itoshima.” Citing a golf course in Itoshima as a good example of this coexistence, his vision was 
not a “raw nature,” but an accommodated nature for outsiders who often expected urban 
                                                           
128
 The whole coastal area in Itoshima and adjacent coastal cities were designated in 1954 as a quasi-national park 
thanks to lobbying efforts by the Itoshima Tourism Association created in 1936 by major local political and business 
establishment groups (Itoshima Shinbun 1936). The local newspaper, Itoshima Shinbun, reported then that what was 
primarily valued in the landscapes were pine trees, rock formations, and mountains along the coastal line as well as 
several ancient ruins (Itoshima Shinbun 1936, 1954b). 
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convenience, such as access by their own cars. In the same year, Itoshima Region Urban 
Improvement Committee (government officials and experts) set out three principles about the 
county’s development (Fujiyama 1976; Itoshima Shinbun 1976). First, Itoshima was to be a food 
supplier. Second, Itoshima was to be livable for its own residents. Third, Itoshima was to become 
a “zone of tourism and recreation” for the Fukuoka city region. 
 The official descriptions of the 2005 Nijō town (part of Itoshima county) similarly 
suggest the shift to appeal particular nature. Compared to its versions in 1927 and 1972 that 
showcased the mountains, seas, beaches, and islands (Nijō Machi Shi Henshū Iinkai 1967), a 
much wider array of natural features are included, especially in its chapter 1, “Nature.” It 
introduced comprehensive physical geologies and geographies as well as natural habitants of the 
town, such as bugs, fish, and plants by using the natural scientific language (Nijō Machi Shi 
Henshū Iinkai 2005a, 2005b). Some are featured in photos, such as rice paddies (“Well-tended 
and beautiful tanada…,” [2005b:7]) and a number of human-tended plants and flowers. In the 
introductory paragraph to the chapter 1 on nature, it includes passages, such as “…There are rich 
farm landscape unlike cities, Sefuri mountain range to the south, and Genkai Sea to the north…” 
(Nijō Machi Shi Henshū Iinkai 2005b:7). In the same page, a bold sentence apparently directing 
to local residents indicates that people live in the middle of rich nature: “Precious Nature Is 
Abundant Among [Our] Life” (Kurashi no nakani Kichō na Shizen ga I’ppai).129 
 Third, a government-directed Japanese village revitalization movement or muraokoshi 
undō since the 1980s became a part of rural economic development nationwide (Moon 1997:221, 
2002:238, 244). An initial form of this village revitalization movement was called “one village, 
one product” movement (i’sson, i’ppin undō). It began in 1979 by a provincial city government 
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 The Itoshima city government web-site promoting the Nijō town history says “Let’s learn the history of our 
hometown” at http://www.city.itoshima.lg.jp/site/koho/nijotyoshi.html (Accessed on December 1, 2013). 
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official in Kyūshū who used to work at the Trade and Finance Ministry in Tokyo (Moon 
2002:233). He emphasized volunteerism and self-help as in slogans, such as “the prefecture 
helps those who help themselves” (Moon 2002:233). This movement-from-above began during a 
1977-1983 national government program with a slogan, “from center to provinces,” to encourage 
local initiatives rather than receiving national directives from Tokyo. By the mid-1980s, more 
than 70 percent of all Japanese villages reportedly took advantage of this rural village 
revitalization movement (Moon 2002:233). 
 The movement typically manifested in production of local specialty products, such as 
crops, processed food, and hand-made goods (e.g., ornaments and dolls), that were often billed as 
“meibutsu” that mostly urbanites purchased for their home and souvenirs. It also mobilized local 
history, such as legends, famous historical figures, and religious and folk traditions, to recreate 
the past for today’s needs. It has also tried to enroll other non-human actors, such as hot springs, 
mountains, rivers, and fireflies, to construct particular human-induced settings for tourists to 
experience nature. In the process, rural spaces have increasingly become sites of Japanese 
traditional cultures, unpolluted nature, spiritual recuperation, leisure, and consumption (Opkyo 
2002:229, 232).  
 In Fukuyoshi school district in Nijō, Itoshima, which includes Fukui administrative 
district, there were many signs of this non-agricultural economic development related to tourism 
and the local natural environment. For example, I saw visual signs of releasing larva of fireflies 
apparently by local elementary school children a practice that began in the 1960s and 1970s by 
many nature protection groups in other parts of the country as a part of anti-pollution efforts in 
local creeks to attract outsiders to these charismatic agents (Okpyo 1997:225). In Fukui 
administrative district, moreover, a ritualized Shintō dance by a handful of local men (mostly 
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conventional farmers) was revived in 1973 and was officially designated as Nijō Town’s 
important immaterial cultural asset in 1999 (Photo 31).130 These 5-times-a-year events are a 
major tourist attraction in the local area. It is probably not a coincidence that this dance group 
was revived in the early 1970s after decades of inactivity since the mid-1950s when local 
tourism and the discourse of furusato (hometown) were on the rise in the backdrop of the 
increasingly aging locals who knew how to dance at that time. Moreover, Mamushi hot spring 
opened in 1996. It is a renovation of a historical, yet deteriorated hot spring with a legend that a 
famous Buddhist monk in the 9th century prayed to gush out a medicinal hot water for a local 
who was bitten by a mamushi viper (which, I heard, had been seen commonly in this area’s 
farmlands until recently).131 Not surprisingly, their primary selling point is to provide 
“relaxation” (“kutsurogi”) and “healing” (“iyashi”). There is another hot spring combined with a 
restaurant and hotel along the ocean that opened in 1963 at the beginning of the tourism boom.132 
There are several other small lodging and restaurant facilities for tourists in the area. The 
discourse of “healing” became a part of these experiences in “nature-rich” rural space since the 
1980s, as it was being incorporated into the mainstream from the New Age movement in Japan 
that became popular in the late 1970s (Prohl 2007).133   
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 From: http://www2.cc22.ne.jp/otoya2/1-kagura/tsuika-5/1-144fukuikagura/1-144fukuikagura-top.html,  
http://itoshima.main.jp/contents/field/field_16.html, and https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=66ekwC8PUiA 
(Accessed on February 22, 2014). 
131
 From: http://www.mamushi-spa.co.jp/company%20overview.html (Accessed on February 22, 2014). 
132
 From: http://www.shokokai.ne.jp/hp/kihachi (Accessed on February 22, 2014). 
133
 The following slogans in tourism pamphlets nationwide in this era suggest the close relationships made among, 
nature/green, new exciting experience, connections with the nostalgic past, and healing capacity: “Co-existence with 
Nature, A Window to the World, An Echo between Tradition and the Present,” “Plentiful Greenery and Water, From 
Romance to Action,” and “Gently Spreading Green Winds”)(Furukawa and Matsuda 2002:10-11). 
176 
 
Photo 31: Two Shintō Dancers at Shrine in Fukui District (undated) 
 
 Moreover, objects of tourism for recreation and relaxation since the 1920s did not include 
ordinary farmlands up until the 1980s, even when they were acknowledged as a part of the 
“greenery” of Itoshima (Itoshima Shinbun 1982b). Tourism gradually expanded its reach to 
consumers who helped crop production and to community gardens in the 1980s. Small gardens 
for household consumption were common among ordinary households for centuries, but they 
were primarily for food, not for recreation and health maintenance (Yasumuro 2009:216, 222). 
After the end of the Second World War, farmland ownership was restricted only to farmers to 
prevent absent ownership (Furuie 2009:101-102). It was only in 1989 when community gardens 
became legal although there had been de facto community gardens for “recreation farming” by 
the late 1970s for urbanites for their household consumption. A 1990 law promoted community 
gardens along with constructions of adjoining facilities, such as log houses. One of the first 
indications that a local tourist association acknowledged farmlands as a part of tourism was a 
1994 newspaper article of Maebaru City Tourism Association’s plan for farmer-consumer direct 
interactions (then, Maebaru was an independent city adjacent to Itoshima county)(Itoshima 
Shinbun 1994f). 
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 The following Table 7 appears to reflect these projects of “rural revitalization.” The 
figure shows how the “rural” has been thought of in relation to the “urban,” and how the images 
have changed over time. 
 
Table 7: Changing Dichotomous Views of Urban and Rural Life Over Time* 
Modernization and Urbanization 
(1950s--1970s) 
Idealization of the Countryside 
(since 1970s) 
Images of the Urban (images of the rural) Images of the Rural (images of the urban) 
Developed (backward) 
Prosperity (poverty) 
Sophisticated (rustic) 
The succeeded (superstition) 
Rationality (irrationality) 
Civilization (ignorance) 
Modernity (tradition) 
Western-ness (Japanese-ness) 
Towards homogeneity of culture (urbanization, 
modernization) 
 
 
Nature (culture) 
Heart or kokoro (materialism) 
Furusato or “hometown” (city and the 
unfamiliar) 
Humane living (crowded and polluted) 
Sacred (secular) 
Communal spirit (individualism and 
capitalism) 
Authenticity (alien) 
Tradition (modernity) 
Japanese-ness (Western-ness) 
Re-discovery of cultural and regional 
differences (idealization of the countryside) 
*Moon (2002:241) 
 
A 2010 Fukuoka prefectural governmental survey of self-selected 247 Fukuoka prefectural 
residents (out of the 250 surveyed) also reflects these changes in discourse.134 The third highest 
percentage to the question about their images of agricultural villages (nōson) was “Producing 
Fresh and Safe Agricultural Products” (27.9% or 65 people)(respondents were allowed to select 
up to two choices). It is followed by “beautiful landscapes, such as tanada” (terraced rice 
paddies)(21.5% or 53 respondents), “preserving national land by holding rain waters in rice 
                                                           
134
 From: “Dai I’kkai Kensei Monitā Ankēto” (The First Survey of Prefectural Policy) 
(http://www.pref.fukuoka.lg.jp/uploaded/life/57568_12055096_misc.pdf) (Accessed on August 28, 2014). It appears 
that the sample is distributed more or less proportionately regarding gender, age, and regions within the prefecture. 
See “Prefectural Policy Monitor Policy” for the basic criteria for the “monitors.” 
(http://www.pref.fukuoka.lg.jp/f08/monita.html)(Accessed on September 2, 2013). 
178 
 
paddies and forests” (15.8% or 39 respondents), “rich natural environment” (15% or 37 
respondents), and having “traditional cultures, such as village festivals and traditional events” 
(10.5% or 26 respondents).135 Yet, unlike the “Discover X” campaign in the late 1970s, the top 
answer choices of their images of the rural were “negative” ones: the first and second highest 
percentages were depopulation/aging (71.7% or 177 respondents) and increasing devastation of 
agricultural lands (nōchi no kōhai ga susundeiru), such as abandonment (29.6% or 73 people). It 
suggests that at least the survey results show a construction of more “balanced” images of the 
rural in Fukuoka.  
 In 2010-2011, moreover, the administrative district heads of the Fukuyoshi school district 
of about 1,500 households in Nijō, Itoshima city, that includes the Fukui administrative district, 
conducted a simple survey of what the residents were (not) satisfied with the life in the district 
and what they think needs to be done to improve Fukuyoshi (Fukuyoshi Kōku Machizukuri 
Suishin Iinkai 2011).136 When asked about the “resource (treasure)” (shigen [zaisan]) of 
Fukuyoshi, the highest percentage (56.7%) of the 704 households that returned the survey chose 
“the natural environment of the mountains, rivers, the ocean” (only one choice was permitted). 
The second highest (24%) was “the fresh food from the ocean, mountains, and agriculture.” 
Many locals think they like the “good nature of the people in the community” (7.4%, the third 
highest), as in the dichotomy of human qualities between urban (“cold” relationships) and rural 
(“warm” ones) areas. The answer choice of the “rice paddy landscape” gained only 2% or 14 
households (the fifth highest).  
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 The last answer choice was “others” with 4.9% or 12 respondents. 
136
 The retrieval rate was 47.5%. This was one survey form per household that most likely included a number of 
household members. It is likely that only one person entered his or her opinions about these questions rather than the 
consensus of household members. 
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 Yet, these surveys may not touch on a subtle difference between urbanites and locals who 
have lived in Fukui district or Itoshima for generations as to how each tends to view the natural 
environment (many urbanites have migrated to Itoshima, including Fukui district, in recent 
decades and therefore were among the survey respondents). For example, in 1995, eight women 
in their 30s and 40s who had recently relocated to Itoshima talked about their impressions of 
Itoshima in the newspaper article, “Please Look at Nature Again” (Itoshima Shinbun 1995a). 
One resident of 6 years said she was impressed with the beauty of the ocean. “I was so moved by 
changing colors of the ocean every day that I cried….” Another woman who was born and grew 
up in Itoshima but lived in Tokyo for some time talked about how she witnessed the abundance 
of nature in Itoshima that local residents do not notice. Yet, she also said after two and half years 
in Itoshima, she was no longer moved by little flowers. Another woman enjoyed the kinds of 
activities that she and her children could not have done in a city, such as playing with fire in the 
front yard and go play in woods. The title of the article (“Please Look at Nature Again”) comes 
from the last word from the facilitator who was also a recent resident of Itoshima, suggesting to 
many local residents that they should be aware of the importance or abundance of nature in 
Itoshima. Thus, the featured conversation in this local newspaper suggests that urbanites’ gaze 
on nature was not often shared by many long-time locals. I will suggest that the difference of the 
“gazes” (Tachikawa 2005) was one reason why many conventional farmers in Fukui and other 
districts in Fukuoka prefecture did not fully participate and continue to participate in bug 
investigations.137  
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 Tachikawa (2005) who suggests that the qualities of rural products and areas themselves are subjected to and 
constituted through “gazes” (or manazashi) of external subjects, such as urban populations, consumers, governments, 
corporations, and NGOs. This notion of the “gaze” comes from John Urry’s Foucaultian “tourist gaze” (Urry 1990). 
The “tourist gaze” understands tourism as a way to objectify and reproduce visual signs about people’s (imagined) 
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 In these contexts of the construction of particular rural landscapes, discourses and life, 
the project committee of the “Agriculture’s Blessings” program tried to enroll farmers whose 
experience of the program would nudge them to begin to make sense of and talk about their own 
experiences of their relationships to the rice paddy non-plant creatures. It had an ultimate 
political purpose to justify continuing public financial support for farmers who had struggled to 
economically stay afloat. The governmental discourse of “multifunctionality” of agriculture 
since the 1990s, in Une’s view, had not incorporated farmers’ own experiences to express their 
relations to farmland creatures (Une 2008:160-61). Une’s organization, Research Institute of 
Agriculture and Nature (Nō to Shizen no Kenkyū Jo), that Une established when he retired from 
the Fukuoka prefectural government extension office in 2000 spearheaded this program. 
 This pilot program partly emulated a program in Germany which had been in operation 
since 1992 in which farmers had been monetarily compensated as long as they met certain 
criteria for environmental agriculture, such as growing four of twenty eight plants and flowers 
specified by the government in their farmlands (Une 2008:168-69). He and two agriculture 
professors from Une’s alma mater visited the state of Baden-Württemberg in southwestern 
Germany in 2001 to observe the program and interview its participants. Une was impressed by a 
1987 citizen poll in Germany suggesting that 80% of Germans agreed to have government 
provide financial support for nearly a half of farmers’ incomes to sustain domestic food 
production and to maintain nation’s landscapes and village communities. Similarly, he 
discursively constructed a simplified picture of Occidentalism by equating “democracy” with 
“Europeans,” which reinforced his political project to change the conditions in Japan. He, for 
example, observed how “Europeans” (not Germans or particular groups of Germans) rejected 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
out-of-ordinary experiences in part organized historically by the tourism industry and other entities in an 
increasingly commodifying yet fragmenting consumer economy. 
181 
 
aspects of “modernization” by consciously nurturing farm fauna and flora, including plants, bugs, 
and animals while Japan has not (Une 2004b:5). This was because they “had initiated 
modernization one hundred years prior to Japan” (p. 5). He also speculated about how this 
agricultural policy was democratically created and supported by the farmers: “… Agricultural 
policy is a citizens’ demand to farmers, and farmers must have agreed to accept it and live…” (p. 
5). In contrast, Japan was not practicing these ideas, as Germans (or Europeans) were doing.  
 Une’s observations ignore, for one thing, a unique “German tradition” or “social 
democratic or social income support” form of agriculture among the European Union nations 
where farmers, who collectively retain considerable political power, are supported by “social 
income,” hence generous “green box” subsidies (for agro-environmental work), when they are 
not competitive in international markets (Potter and Tilzey 2007:1298; Tilzey 2006:8). On the 
other hand, France has been known for the “neo-mercantilist” position which supports 
productivist agriculture and state subsidies for family farms by all means necessary without a 
necessary consideration for “green box” subsidies. Further, the United Kingdom is associated 
with a qualified or “embedded” neo-liberal approach that recognizes “positive externalities” of 
agriculture and supports subsidies only on a contingent basis (Potter and Tilzey 2007:1298; 
Tilzey 2006:8). It is telling that Une and his colleagues chose Germany, which one of them had 
identified as a model to balance between the economy and the environment (i.e., ecological 
modernization) as well as to practice regional initiatives of voluntary programs as in this German 
state’s program (Yokogawa 2001:24-29). 
 Moreover, the Research Institute also asked farmers around Japan in 2001 to investigate 
the numbers and kinds of non-plant creatures in rice paddies so that the organization could create 
a national database. Une initially did not have any idea how to make sense of the research results, 
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such as 230,000 tadpoles in 10a (0.2471acre) of rice paddy. But, he was inspired by the German 
posters that pictured bugs, animals, and plants in farmlands in need of conservation as a part of 
the government environmental agricultural policy and came up with an idea to discursively and 
visually link these rice paddy creatures, the crop, farmers, and consumers (Une 2008:174; Satō 
2004:6-16). Visually, one version of the poster has a bowl of white rice at the center (that 
consumers can readily identify), which contains about 3,500 rice grains or about three rice 
stubbles (visually equalized with a picture of rice stubbles). Within that size of a rice paddy 
where three rice stubbles grow (about 0.15m2), about 35 tadpoles are found (similarly visually 
equalized with a graphic of one tadpole)(see similar visuals in Figures 7 & 8  and see below for a 
historical and cultural significance of some of these non-human actors). While the German 
posters only depicted the species in farmlands in need of protection, Une’s versions connected 
species to consumers so as to appeal the importance of farmers’ work to consumers. 
 
Figure 7: Entitled “Relationship Between Rice and Creature [ikimono],” which Visually and 
Discursively Links Rice in one Rice Bowl, Rice Grains (3,500), 3 Rice Stubbles, and 35 tadpoles 
(Une 2005a) 
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Figure 8: Another Version of 
the Rice=Creature Formulas 
(only top half)138 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
That is, farmers who grow three rice stubbles also effectively nurture about 35 tadpoles (and 
other creatures). Yet, farmer’s work has nationally been in danger, in Une’s view, because labor 
efficiency encouraged by policy and mechanization also decreased the time farmers spent for 
basic work to properly maintain rice paddies, such as plastering levees to prevent water leakages 
which may endanger, among others, tadpole lives. Thus, these pictures of the “national average” 
rice paddy creatures and farmers’ work strategically and discursively enrolled all creatures, rice 
paddies, farmer’s work into one graphic representation for his and like-minded others’ political 
project despite their unevenness in reality.  
 This unevenness spanned across time and space. Even in the same locality, different 
conditions of rice paddies, farming methods, and the surrounding environment make a difference 
in the kinds and number of creatures. It is uneven historically because, for example, the 
mechanization and nationalized policy of rice planting and rice varieties especially since the 
1960s have reduced uneven practices of rice planting in conventional farming, therefore 
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 From: http://ganbo.cocolog-nifty.com/tanbo/2005/06/post_c40d.html (Accessed on August 12, 2014). 
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affecting how much space one set of rice stubbles requires in a rice paddy or how many stubbles 
are required to produce 3,500 rice grains (Nōrin Suisan Shō Nōrin Suisan Gijutsu Kaigi 
Jimukyoku 1993:143-44). Hence, how many tadpoles can grow in a space of 0.15m2 growing 
3,500 grains of rice would have been different, had this survey occurred in the 1950s or before 
when farmers grew their rice seedlings of different varieties and sizes at a rice paddy and planted 
them by hand by using a rather approximate measure to keep distance from each rice seedling. 
The availability of labor that had often relied on temporarily hired hands for rice planting would 
have also limited how many rice seedlings farmers could plant by hand within a given time, 
therefore shaping the distance from each other (one estimated a 50% increase of rice seedling 
sets in a given area after mechanization)(Nōrin Suisan Shō Nōrin Suisan Gijutsu Kaigi 
Jimukyoku 1993:143-44).139 The government’s encouragement to grow good flavors of rice since 
the 1970s also would have made a difference because it lengthened the distance among rice 
seedlings in a rice paddy, compared to the practice in the 1950s and 1960s aimed for a high 
quantity of rice production (Nōrin Suisan Shō Nōrin Suisan Gijutsu Kaigi Jimukyoku 1993:124-
26). Finally, prior to the early 20th century when the government instituted a new rice planting 
method, farmers used to plant rice seedlings at different distance from each other, depending on 
regions and historical times (e.g., planting seedlings in a circle)(a change from ranzatsu ue to 
seijō ue)(Ishigaki 2009: 123-26). This would have made a difference in the results of the study 
although the fact still remains that rice paddies and farmers’ work nurture a variety of creatures 
in rice paddies. 
 Une (2003) went on to make a case for this nationalized story of, what he called, neo-
agrarianism in his booklet that was explicitly directed to the agriculture minister in Tokyo for 
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 It should be noted that farmers used to enlist and even pay for helping hands to plant rice seedlings even after 
dark within a limited time period (Ishigaki 2009:130). 
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policy making. This neo-agrarianism, which I will analyze further in the following chapter 
regarding its socio-historical origins, goes beyond modern agriculture based on productivism and 
market. That is because it directs its attentions to “ordinary” practices of farming and mundane 
existence of farmlands that cannot be easily turned into a monetary value to be bought or sold. It 
is also a nation-based vision that appeals to its “tradition” in part by referring to several non-
human actors in rice paddies that socially resonate with the national subjects so as to justify 
national government subsidies.  
1. Imagining the Rejuvenation of Japanese Agriculture 
The fundamental component in the world blinded by modernized agriculture is culture 
co-existing with nature that is “produced” by tasks that cannot be changed by 
modernization. “Nature” is of ordinary existence without any price tag, thereby not 
subjected to economic evaluation. We propose policy that re-envisions agricultural 
production includes not only food, but also nature and spiritual world. 
 
2. New Evaluation System for Farmers’ Work 
We need policy that supports “wide, deep, and far-reaching work” that humans work on 
nature to produce “blessings,” rather than “narrow, shallow, and short-reaching work” 
that seeks only efficiency and money. To evaluate so-called “multifunctionality” as a 
citizens’ treasure, we must have a policy to make visible the farmers’ work that lies 
behind. This policy (environment de-coupling) certainly picks up the core of such work. 
 
3. Realizing and Relying on Something Beyond Economy 
We find things that cannot be modernized or monetized and that are to be worth keeping 
for future generations. That is why we still feel we should put today’s wealth into it for its 
protection, and “agriculture” has kept its existence to this day beyond economics. We 
want to foreground this attitude in policy. Farmlands, communities, natural environment, 
and culture are “gifts” from the past and for the future. We should not consume them to 
meet our own desires. We would like to see a national consensus on the logic to spend 
money (taxes) to these matters that cannot be monetized. 
 
4. Do Not Mimic Other Industries. Develop Agriculture’s Own Values 
“Agriculture” can become a model for a future society. If “agriculture” cannot 
demonstrate its unique “value without monetary value,” other industries cannot survive, 
either. Mundane agriculture must always exist there as mundane. Showing reasons why 
that is the case will lead to rediscovery of the meanings of a variety of human beings who 
work and live in such communities. What agriculture gives birth to cannot be turned into 
money (nature, culture, community…) or cannot be imported. We must be self sufficient 
(Nō to Shizen no Kenkyū Jo 2003:1). 
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Moreover, Une appeals to the national sensibility of the relationships between human and 
creatures that the Japanese may be losing “traditional” agriculture and, by implication, 
nationalized “traditional” Japan: 
Why do we feel that rivers are better if they have killifish than none? Why do we 
feel that we prefer the sky with dragonflies to the one without anything? Why do 
we feel that it’s better to hear the sounds of frogs in the evening than hearing 
nothing? We believe that is because we learn deep security in the cycle of births 
every year. That is why we don’t feel secure when we see rivers without killifish, 
the sky without dragonflies, and the evening without a frog chorus. We feel 
something fails to repeat itself. We did not realize these blessings when society 
was filled with this security… (Nō to Shizen no Kenkyū Jo 2003:26). 
 
 Historically, rice paddies and dragonflies, in particular, have taken on many meanings for 
both the elite and ordinary people, including as a national symbol in late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, a symbol of long-lost and nostalgic childhood and hometown, and an embodiment of 
god and ancestors in folk beliefs (Ueda 2004a:14-15, 2004b:223-24, 2004c:479). Likewise, 
tadpoles and frogs have been seen mostly as innocuous or even cute creatures in Japanese culture 
so much so that they have historically been represented in children’s songs, poems (e.g., 
indicating the arrival of spring), animations, and folk festivals.140 Choosing non-human actors 
such as dragonflies and frogs, that are relatively favored by the population, is also crucial to 
invite support from a widest range of people into his group’s cultural and nationalized project to 
save agriculture. They can facilitate understanding of how other, less visible and even feared, 
creatures, such as water fleas and tiger keelbacks (a snake), as in Figure 8, can fit into the rice 
production and “nature or landscape-making” process. In other words, just as rice paddies had 
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 From: 
https://ja.wikipedia.org/wiki/%E3%82%AA%E3%82%BF%E3%83%9E%E3%82%B8%E3%83%A3%E3%82%AF
%E3%82%B7#.E5.A4.A7.E8.A1.86.E6.96.87.E5.8C.96 (on tadpoles) and 
https://ja.wikipedia.org/wiki/%E3%82%AB%E3%82%A8%E3%83%AB (on frogs)(Accessed on August 12, 2014). 
Searching “frogs” on the Internet yields their representations in popular culture in contemporary Japan. 
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become an object of tourism or special visitations for novel observations and experience over the 
last several decades, “ordinary” and less visible rice paddy creatures can become such objects for 
public attention, as in this program of “Agriculture’s Blessings.” 
 The booklet (Nō to Shizen no Kenkyū Jo 2003), with candid words directed at the 
national agricultural minister and policy, lays out a wide range of farm tasks and material objects, 
such as qualities of soil and water (in rice, vegetables, fruits, and stock raising) and activities in 
village communities. The government(s) and “nationalized” people (i.e., Japanese citizens or 
kokumin – literally, “nation’s people”) are called upon to financially support them (pp. 3-4). For 
example, for rice production, the booklet lists many farm tasks and objectives to be performed 
and financially compensated over six pages (pp. 5-10). These are some examples: (1) research on 
farm creatures and surrounding environment, such as waterways, agricultural ponds, plants and 
flowers on rice paddy ridges, and landscapes; (2) research on soil, water, and underground water 
quality; (3) “traditional” farming techniques that existed before farm modernization (e.g., 
composts), rice planting by hand, and growing traditional rice seeds (rather than recently 
developed varieties); (4) “environmental techniques,” such as organic farming techniques, non-
cultivation of soil during winter, and the use of the “bug board” to examine if or when farmers 
need to apply pesticides; (5) self-sufficiency techniques, such as the use of local resources (e.g., 
rice straws, fallen leaves, and plants) and the consumption of rice, wheat, and soybeans produced 
in one’s farmlands; (6) infrastructure maintenance techniques to maintain rice paddy ridges 
(weeds, rocks, and traditional flowers), agricultural ponds, and waterways; (7) “biotopes” 
construction and maintenance, such as maintaining shallow water for uncultivated rice paddies, 
that creates a fertile environment for bugs and other creatures to flourish; (8) maintenance of 
creatures and plants/flowers, endangered species based on species guidelines, as well as the 
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qualities of soil, water, and landscapes based on (to-be-produced) guidelines; and (9) 
agricultural/green space maintenance that eases climate extremes. 
 Despite probable difficulties of implementation and boundary making (e.g., who exactly 
counts as “farmers” among mostly part-time farmer population or “village communities” in areas 
mixed with farmlands/gardens and residential development), the proposal tried to put forward the 
ideas of farm ecology and farmers’ work that agricultural modernization had either ignored or 
downplayed, yet that could be easily translated into a policy format. Indeed, the Minister of 
Agriculture met Une and a few other representatives over this proposal in 2003 (Une 2008:177). 
Une lamented, however, that their press conference afterwards in Tokyo made the front page of 
only one regional newspaper in Fukuoka next morning. 
 Finally, it is also important to note the convergence of projects of bug/creature 
investigation from the “grassroots” or “local” (as in Une’s organization) and from the pre-
existing similar programs at the national level. The Environmental Agency in Japan began to 
conduct nation-wide investigations on bugs and plants by involving ordinary local citizens and 
children every five years since 1984 (Kankyō Chō 1990:2). The Ministry of Agriculture, 
Forestry, and Fisheries has joined the current Ministry of Environment’s project regarding the 
bugs in rice paddies every year since 2001 as a part of their agenda of multifunctionality and 
biodiversity in agriculture in accordance with their national agenda and international obligations 
(Arakawa 2006:28; Tanaka 2010). In other words, these ministries had already embarked on a 
similar project although much of what the Une’s group suggested would have challenged many 
of the likely assumptions of those ministries (e.g., “productivity,” “efficiency,” and market-
centered).  
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Into the “Agriculture’s Blessings” Program: Enrollment of Actors and Outcomes 
 
 In this section, I will examine the “Agriculture’s Blessings” program in detail regarding a 
number of dimensions: (1) how the 14 administrative districts and farmers and community 
members in Fukui district were enrolled into the program; and (2) what the participants did, what 
they felt, and how the outcomes were uneven and modest at best. In the following sections, I will 
focus on the rationales and discourse of Fukui district farmers, and then I will account for these 
particular patterns of practices. 
 With the Fukuoka prefectural government’s endorsement, fourteen districts were selected 
for participation. But, the ways in which these districts were chosen were more complicated than 
the official tale of “self-volunteering” (“they volunteered to participate”)(e.g., Fukuoka Ken 
2008:4). Besides meeting the technical criteria for the project, such as using less than 50% of 
pesticides than the Fukuoka prefectural standard, pre-existing social and emotional networks as 
well as economic incentives have been key for enrollment of the fourteen districts and farmers 
and community members in Fukui district, one of the fourteen districts I observed in 2010-2011.  
 For the Fukui district, a Nijō town government agency approached the head of the local 
farmer cooperative organization partly because this district had just completed infrastructure 
modernization and could use its sizable tracts (10ha or about 24.3 acres) for the program because 
the Fukui’s farmer cooperative, rather than individual land owners, was now in charge of all 
farming tasks of the rice paddies (interviews, October 28, 2011; November 27, 2011). A Nijō 
town government liaison had shared a good working relationship with the district’s farmer 
leadership by characterizing it as “willing to say ‘yes’ to our requests” (interview, December 6, 
2011). This was confirmed by the current head of Fukui agricultural district and then Fukui 
farmer cooperative head, who told me that “the [Nijō town’s] agricultural promotion section 
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[Nōgyō Shinkō Ka] asked us to be a model [district] and raise my hand [to be a volunteer 
district]…” (interview, November 27, 2011). She also observed that the district leadership had 
similarly been cooperative with different projects proposed by the government, and that this 
district had been organized enough to have a large resident turnout for this type of project. In fact, 
when I was visiting her at the local government building, the current Fukui’s agricultural district 
head, who used to be the head of the Fukui farmer cooperative at the time of the program 
recruitment, stopped by and casually chatted with her. A few other district farmer representatives 
across Fukuoka prefecture whom I asked the question of recruitment methods shared this top-
down request to solicit and cajole other “volunteer” districts (also indicated in Mineta, Ashida, 
and Ishida 2008:126). For example, the Hara district representative told me that “…before that 
[Agriculture’s Blessings program], we six people facilitated the ownership system of ‘tanada’ 
[terraced rice fields][at local government’s request] and just like that, the prefectural government 
notified the municipal government, and the municipal government put my name onto the 
participants’ list. It was our turn….” (interview, November 13, 2011). 
 The documents of the participants in Fukui and the adjacent district, Dainyū, for the three 
program years suggest that there were 29 adult participants in 2005, 36 in 2006, and 39 in 2007 
(many participated during only one of the three investigations each year, and probably 60-70% 
of those listed each year were involved in all of the three occasions in a given year). The reasons 
these participants were enrolled into the project were social, economic, and marginally, 
ecological. Not all of them were farmers, but they were involved in the community work or 
married to (male) farmers (i.e., their wives). For example, one retired non-farmer in his 70s who 
lived in the same hamlet as the then Fukui farmer cooperative head told me that this former head 
courted him to participate (his wife also participated)(interview, December 30, 2011). Children 
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who belonged to the Children Association in Fukui district also became involved (interview, 
October 28, 2011). In other words, the local district leaders could call upon these individuals and 
organizations with relative ease in this hamlet where people knew each other and shared many 
community activities together.  
 On the other hand, I knew there were many newcomers in the district who mostly lived in 
a relatively new residential area inside the district. They were conspicuously absent from the list 
of participants, and my impression was that they did not regularly participate in neighborhood 
activities, such as neighborhood clean-ups (and there were some tensions between the old and 
new residents in terms of those neighborhood activity expectations). Moreover, the retired non-
farmer in his 70s above also mentioned he had been also concerned about decreasing numbers 
and kinds of creatures he used to see (interview, December 30, 2011). Then Fukui farmer 
cooperative head likewise mentioned that he was concerned about the extent to which farm 
creatures decreased due to the recently completed infrastructure modernization (interview, 
October 28, 2011).  
 An economic incentive for participation for each session (about $20 per participant) was 
another way to enroll the districts and participants (interview, December 6, 2011). One non-
farmer who was in the leadership of the Fukui administrative district responded to my question 
of why they participated that “the money was coming in” (field note, September 18, 2011). 
Another non-farmer in his 50s who only participated in one session told me that “everybody 
came out because they were paid 2,000 yen [about $20]. Otherwise, they wouldn’t go” (field 
note, September 25, 2011). At the same time, money may not necessarily have been the sole and 
perfect motivation for many farmers/owners of rice paddies in that the head of the Fukui farmer 
cooperative often complained how he could not solicit enough volunteers from the landowners to 
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carry out necessary farm tasks, such as cutting weeds and dispersing fertilizers by hand despite 
the fact that the pay had been recently raised from 800 yen (about $8) to 1,200 yen (about $12) 
per hour (field note, August 5, 2011). Another set of money came in to the Fukui agricultural 
district, too. Then head of the Fukui agricultural district complained to me that the amount from 
the government decreased on the third year because the support shifted from the prefecture to the 
national government (another program that incorporated the bug investigation, as described 
below, began in 2007). He told me, though, that the money was legitimately spent for 
miscellaneous matters during the activities and annual gatherings to ask participants to 
participate again next year (field note, October 15, 2010). This type of social events to 
continuously make and remake their expectations and relationships was important. 
 The program also added economic value to the rice from this district’s organization. They 
set up a visual sign in front of a rice paddy along a busy street across from a newly built farmer’s 
market (but I did not observe anyone reading these words closely whenever I passed by)(Photo 
32), and they market their rice in a special package. As the package indicates, their primary 
identity is not ecological, but a Shintō figure (Photo 33). As mentioned above, it comes from 
local events at the Shintō shrine in Fukui district where many local farmers themselves proudly 
dress up in similar costumes and play skits in front of sometimes large audience. The program 
also allowed planting of flowers along sidewalks for landscape beautification and encouraged 
participation of citizens, consumers, and other local non-farmers in the community (Fukuoka 
Ken 2008:66-67). 
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Photo 32: Signs at Rice Paddies in Fukui district (“Agriculture’s Blessings” at the top and the 
Sign of Government Approved Reduced Pesticide and Chemical Fertilizer Rice Paddies at the 
bottom, with the Visual on the left about How Many Creatures Rice Paddies in this Area on 
Average Produce) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo 33: Rice Package of the Fukui District 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 It is also important to recall one main reason for the economic incentives. These farmers 
and local residents wanted to maintain the farmlands themselves in the time of declining farming, 
especially rice paddy farming in Japan. This was the reason why they took advantage of the 
infrastructure modernization project in the first place and etched it on the rock commemorating 
monument in Photo 22 above. This was the reason why they decided to collectively run rice 
194 
 
production operation by forming a farmer cooperative in Fukui district: “We set up the farmer 
cooperative not to make a profit. We did so because we wanted to protect the local land and 
agricultural land…” (interview with the head of the Fukui farmer cooperative, December 20, 
2011). This has been one of the common practices nationwide to deal with agricultural land that 
has been losing its cultivators (McDonald 1997:73; Shintani 2011). 
 Regarding what the investigation tried to find, for the first year, 75 kinds (100 species for 
the 2nd and 3rd years) of rice paddy creatures were targeted to be recorded in the program. 
According to a flier, these species were chosen for one of five reasons: (1) they are familiar to 
many ordinary people; (2) common “harmful bugs”; (3) common natural enemies; (4) common 
“mere bugs” that do not directly affect rice production; (5) endangered species (Fukuoka Ken 
2008:52-53; Nō to Shizen no Kenkyū Jo 2005:2). Thus, many other existing species, including 
different kinds of water fleas (which were subsumed under “water fleas”), did not get registered 
on the list, therefore they were effectively excluded from the results. The investigators were to 
find, if not necessarily to count (only 13-17 species were required to be counted), those creatures 
in different parts of rice paddies and nearby waterways. A few farmers in Fukui district I talked 
to insisted that they were able to identify the bugs, often with the help of Une who was present in 
these sessions along with other teacher farmers. At least one farmer representative in Ota district 
in central Fukuoka responded to my question about the difficulty in identifying moving and 
small bugs on the “bug board” that “Une did it [identified them] because amateurs could not 
judge” (interview, December 23, 2011). Despite the method, between about 40 and 95 species 
among the targeted 100 species in the 2nd (64.6 on average) and 3rd (66.6 on average) years were 
identified in each district (Fukuoka Ken 2008:148-49). Later, the results were summarized in a 
poster of each district that symbolized the relationship between a bowl of rice and a number of 
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bugs in rice paddies that farmers’ work effectively produced (Photo 34 on the “average” of the 
14 districts). 
 
Photo 34: Visualized Results of “Agriculture’s Blessings” 
 
 
 
 Survey results of participating farmers in the fourteen districts in 2006 (169 respondents) 
and in 2007 (130 respondents)(over 90% were older than 50 years old in both years) indicated 
that higher percentages of participants in 2007 than 2006 were glad that they participated by the 
end of the third year (69 or 40.8% of the respondents in 2006 and 104 or 80% in 2007)(Fukuoka 
Ken 2008:56).141 Close to 80% of the respondents in both years (77.5% in 2006 and 79.2% in 
2007) agreed to the statement that they were now “more interested in and more knowledgeable 
                                                           
141
 The question is “Do you think it was good for your model district to participate in this program?” The answer 
choices were “Very much so,” “somewhat agree,” “neither good or bad,” “not much,” “no good at all.”  
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about creatures and the environment” (Fukuoka Ken 2008:55).142 While over 60% (in 2006) to 
70% (in 2007) of the respondents observed unique ecological differences among each individual 
rice paddy through the bug investigations, 38% (in 2006) and 23% (in 2007) responded that they 
did not feel the difference (Fukuoka Ken 2008:55). In 2007, 77.7% of the answers suggested 
respondents’ more conscious gaze toward bugs when monitoring rice paddies (up from 43.2% in 
2006)(Fukuoka Ken 2008:55). Yet, the percentage of the respondents who enjoyed walking 
around rice paddies for monitoring decreased from 72.9% in 2006 to 54.6% in 2007 (p. 55). The 
other answer choices for this question increased their percentages from 2006 to 2007, including 
“neither yes nor no” (from 10.1% to 36.9%), “not really enjoying” (from 0.6% to 2.3%), and 
“not enjoying at all” (from 2.4% to 2.3%). One possible reason offered by the analysis is that 
many farmers might have come to feel that the activity was burdensome because they now had to 
consciously take the bugs into account as a part of their farming (p. 55). Lastly, higher 
percentages of farmer respondents answered that they wanted more bugs/creatures (ikimono) in 
their own rice paddies and community (63.9% in 2006 to 83.1% in 2007). Thus, the participating 
farmers tended to enjoy the investigations and became more attuned to specific ecologies of 
individual rice paddies, despite the result of the declining percentage of the farmers came to find 
monitoring rice paddies on foot less enjoyable over the two years. 
 Hence, the “Agriculture’s Blessings” program, it was reported, involved different human 
and non-human actors in mutually influencing manners and generated other by-products, such as 
marketing labels such as the above photo on the rice package, interactions between local children 
and elderly, participation of consumers/urbanites, and a “biotope” construction in one district 
(Fukuoka Ken 2008:56-65). The report says these activities reenergized their communities by 
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 The answer choices are the same as in footnote above. 
197 
 
taking into account local ecologies of rice paddies. As suggested in the publication, however, 
many of these activities (e.g., involving consumers), except the bug investigation, had been on-
going before 2005.  
 As suggested in the survey results, the reception of the “Agriculture’s Blessings” 
program in each participating district appears to be uneven and tenuous across the fourteen 
districts and within each district. Among the representatives of eight of the fourteen districts that 
I was able to interview, I will provide a sense of how they incorporated the program in their 
localities from three local representatives to indicate in what ways, if at all, rearrangement of 
human and non-human actors around rice paddies occurred. They encompass the range of 
human-non-human rearrangements among the eight districts. I will also note a few ways in 
which the binary of productivism and post-productivism can be complicated. 
 The first two districts appear to have produced a minimal level of rearrangement of 
human-non-human actors, and it resembles the situation in Fukui district that I will explore 
below. A representative from Imazu district in eastern Fukuoka told me that he did not know the 
“bug board” prior to the 2005 program, and that he had only seen “harmful bugs,” but not 
“beneficial” or “mere” bugs (interview, October 11, 2011). He did not understand how they are 
related, either. He likewise paraphrased the multifunctionality of agriculture discourse that 
agriculture contributes to the mitigation of the global warming, and that rice paddies function 
like a dam and increase bugs. He indicated that he tells the story of rice paddy bugs to younger 
farmers as well as his grandchildren. He has worked with a local elementary school to have 
students experience rice planting and harvesting, but he did not continue the bug investigation 
that he once did during the program. 
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 As this example suggests, the dichotomy of productivism and post-productivism can be 
complicated in ways other than economic or productivist rationales of monetary interests and the 
more productive soil. At least for some farmers, providing an opportunity for local grade 
students to plant rice in one of their rice paddies can constitute a particular form of education. As 
a Fukui farmer who allowed one of his rice paddies to use for this purpose when his grandchild 
was at the Fukuyoshi grade school remarked in 1998, he “wanted to have today’s children 
experience farming to learn hard work and the joy of harvest” (Itoshima Shinbun 1998b; field 
note, June 17, 2011). This moral educational rationale was echoed by the teachers of the 
Fukuyoshi elementary school in Fukui district in 2011 who led students to harvest rice plants 
with a sickle in that they wanted students to carry the activity through to the end, to feel grateful 
for others’ efforts to grow rice, and to recognize all the efforts that go into the production of food 
that students eat (field note, October 18, 2011). The Fukui farmer who currently let the students 
use his rice paddies told me that part of the reason was because a science textbook carried a topic 
of rice planting and tadpole shrimps, which emerge in a large quantity soon after filling up rice 
paddies with water and tilling them before planting rice seedlings in spring. These “post-
productivist” rationales became possible only after the chronic oversupply of rice and rice 
paddies and after rice paddies and gardening became objects of tourism or leisure in the 1980s. It 
was also when schools were looking for concrete ways in which Tokyo’s new educational 
directive of the “Yotori” (“relaxed”) curriculum could be implemented to enrich students’ 
humanity away from cramming and to deal with school problems, such as dropouts and 
bullying.143 In fact, the earliest local Itoshima newspaper article I could find about the student 
experience of rice planting was in 1982 for essentially the same rationale of “let’s have children 
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 From: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Yutori_education (Accessed on October 25, 2014). 
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learn the joy of production” (Itoshima Shinbun 1982a). This is an example of multiple meanings 
of “qualities” of food that “post-productivism” emphasizes (Evans et al. 2002:318). Yet, this 
example also suggests that the emphasis on “quality” does not substitute the “productivist” 
system these farmers operated in most other rice paddies. It should also be noted that most 
farmers do not allow this use (i.e., the unevenness of this practice). 
 Returning to one more district that participated in the “Agriculture’s Blessings,” an 
enthusiastic representative from Ōkuma district in eastern Fukuoka had produced rice for Green 
Coop, a major consumer cooperative in western Japan, since 1989 and had invited urban 
dwellers to his farm since 1999 (interview, November 27, 2011). The local agricultural 
cooperative head in the town was the same generation with this representative, and he brought 
the idea of “Agriculture’s Blessings” to the district. His generation of farmers apparently did not 
have the clout over local elders in their 50s and 60s in the 1990s, but he begged the elders not to 
apply herbicides onto rice paddy ridges (one condition to participate in the program). He 
promised them some subsidies for participation. Yet, the program solidified their relationships, 
and they were able to form a collective farming organization in this district in 2007. He said 
farmers came to know birds’ names, and he gets calls when someone sees unfamiliar birds in the 
area. He hoped that nature becomes a “symbol” for the district to survive as a farming 
community by being supported by the “decoupling subsidies” and consumer support. 
 On the other hand, it appears that one district has been able to produce slightly more 
enduring, if still uneven and tenuous, rearranged networks of human and non-human actors after 
the program by creating a biotope, a semi-permanent set-aside space in a rice paddy to 
intentionally nurture “biodiversity.” A representative from Shimura district in southern Fukuoka 
prefecture had been involved in community development as a volunteer in close coordination 
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with the town and prefectural governments for a number of years, including annual town 
festivals that he had come to feel to be a same old routine by the mid-2000s (interview, 
November 23, 2011). The bug investigation was a nice change partly because it attracted new 
people, including children and their parents from outside town. He reported that the participating 
farmers may have initially joined “obligatorily,” but they, especially elderly people, were 
“absorbed into” finding and naming those bugs that may not exist just across a rice paddy ridge. 
In fact, the story of how reluctant participants became “completely absorbed into” the bug 
investigation “as if they found something rare” was common among the interviewees of different 
districts (e.g., interview with Ota district representative, December 23, 2011). From 2006 (the 
second year of the program), moreover, Shimura district decided to create a “biotope” which 
they found to be “effective” in producing a space of “creatures” (ikimono) that also attracted 
visitors as part of the annual events. The continual physical presence of the biotope helps ensure 
the continuity of the socio-natural relationships. At the same time, some farmers did not appear 
to be part of this project, and they “laughed at” people like this representative.  
  
 
Reactions from Conventional Farmers in Fukui District and Their Relations to Farm Bugs and 
Other Creatures 
 
 In this section, I will describe and examine how several conventional farmers in Fukui 
district participated in the “Agriculture’s Blessings” program and to what extent they have 
changed the relationships to farm bugs and creatures in rice paddies and waterways. As 
suggested above, despite their surprises of the existence of so many bugs they had not realized 
existed, their relations to those creatures did not really change. In the next section, I will also 
explore the possible reasons for this and their reactions to other innovations and the project of 
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socio-natures promoted by Une’s group since the 1980s in this and the next sections. By way of 
answering these questions, I will also sketch out the sense of a fragile continuity of the 
“ordinariness” of the socio-natural relationships, especially with charismatic species, in and 
around their living spaces on which these farmers and their families have relied much less in 
recent decades. 
 When I asked several board members of the Fukui agricultural cooperative (in their 50s 
and 60s) about why they used to apply so much synthetic pesticides, they expressed the basic 
knowledge of the ecology of bugs in rice paddies from “Agriculture’s Blessings.” 
I: Why did you apply so much pesticides? Were there many bugs? 
Farmer 1: Yes, but it was also because of the climate. 
Farmer 2: But, why did we use so much pesticides? 
Farmer 1: We also killed beneficial bugs [ekichū][implicitly, more pesticides were 
needed to deal with increased “harmful bugs”]. 
Farmer 2: We used to apply pesticides on the ridges!  
Farmer 1: Yeah, we didn’t know so many bugs until the bug investigation. We 
don’t look at them when we farm. We learned about so many bugs from the bug 
investigations in Mr. Une’s “Agriculture’s Blessings” and “Agricultural Land and 
Water” [the 2007-2011 program as described below]. 
Farmer 3: [Nodding his head](interview, September 5, 2011) 
 
Another farmer in the leadership position during the “Agriculture’s Blessings” also told me that 
he learned the bugs’ names from the program: “I only knew plant hoppers in rice paddies…. [in a 
joking voice] I learned the names of about 20 creatures [ikimono]!” (field note, October 15, 
2010).  As his joking voice suggests, this program was not really a good conversation starter, 
implying the low degree in which these farmers found it to be relevant. Yet, with a slightly sad 
tone, he also told me a story of how frogs come back to the exact same rice paddy for three years 
right after ploughing and irrigating rice paddies to lay eggs even if the rice paddy stops to be 
cultivated (thus without shallow water for frogs to lay eggs), but they stop coming back after 
three years. He was wondering about what might happen in the future when fewer farmers 
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produce rice. This is in fact the same story that Une had told before (and this and other 
participating farmers and residents in this district must have heard it from Une)(e.g., Une 
2004a:119-22). This farmer not only allowed me to experience his farm over a year, but also had 
invited local university students to do the same. For years, he has been offering two of his rice 
paddies to local elementary and middle school to experience rice production (albeit in limited 
ways). That is, he is very concerned about the future of agriculture, and the “Agriculture’s 
Blessings” realigned his concern and love for farming and being a farmer by rearticulating the 
natural environment and farm landscapes as creation of routine farmers’ work that he and other 
farmers were already doing. 
 As suggested above, farmers were aware that those creatures in rice paddies and 
waterways had either disappeared or been decreasing in their numbers, but they did not sound 
like they were really concerned about the changes. One reason may be that they no longer 
frequently rely on these spaces to acquire their food or clean utensils and vegetables, as they 
used to up until several decades ago when in-door running water was constructed. A few farmers 
in their 60s and above often reminiscently told me how they enjoyed catching loaches from a 
creek that was directly linked to rice paddies in their childhood (field note, April 23, 2011). 
Indeed, it used to be common for children, especially boys, to catch different kinds of fish and 
bugs in and around rice paddies for food when these farmers in their 60s and above were teens in 
Nijō and other rural parts of the country (Amuro 2009:264; Nijō Machi Shi Henshū Iinkai 
2005a:85). Une, when visiting farmers’ houses as an extension officer in the 1970s, was often 
treated with a loach soup.  
 On the other hand, some farmers still catch crabs from the only agricultural pond in Fukui 
district for household consumption. They could still consciously engage with “nature” in their 
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neighborhood through the continuing interactions with the charismatic being. This “ordinariness” 
of the socio-natural relationships is something these farmers have cultivated in their daily living 
sphere since their childhood. One farmer in his 60s set a number of traps in the concrete-
reinforced reservoir in this district to catch crabs for food with his hired female associate during 
my fieldwork (Photo 35). When he was pulling out those crabs from the traps, he exclaimed 
“nature’s blessing!” (shizen no megumi)(field note, September 6, 8, 2010). He told me these 
crabs used to travel back and forth between the pond and the ocean about a half a mile 
downstream to bear eggs around every November. He thinks that since all the open ditches 
became concrete (instead of soils with lots of hiding spaces) and the reservoir’s container totally 
became concrete, the crabs were not be able to come back to the reservoir, even if they could 
manage to travel down to the ocean (see Photo 36). He guessed that these crabs in the reservoir 
have adapted to stay and reproduce in the pond. Yet, he became upset when he recalled a time 
when apparently an outsider(s) released omnivorous black bass to the pond for fishing that 
disrupted its ecology, including the crabs. His sense of territoriality to the socio-natures in the 
district (e.g., edible wild plants in spring commonly harvested by both locals and outsiders) is a 
part of the “ordinariness” of their lived socio-natural space. But, this particular “ordinariness” of 
the socio-natural relationship involving catching crabs in the pond was not reproduced with his 
two sons in their 30s. It suggests the shifting “ordinariness” of the socio-natural relationships 
over generations, as the larger consumption and food patterns have shifted to rely primarily on 
the larger market.  
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Photo 35: Farmer Pulled Up a Crab Trap from an Agricultural Pond in Fukui District 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo 36: Modernized Waterways (many water creatures find the concrete structure and level 
differences harder to live and travel back and forth) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Likewise, a different Fukui farmer in his late 60s in a leadership position told me about a 
return of another charismatic agent: fireflies were returning to a waterway near his house in 
recent years. He fondly mentioned how children from a nearby kindergarten came and observed 
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them. Indeed, fireflies had been numerous in the past (interview, October 28, 2011). As early as 
in 1954, however, a local newspaper lamented that people in Itoshima could not see fireflies to 
the extent that they used to presumably because of a flood in the previous year and new pesticide 
use (Itoshima Shinbun 1954d). In my fieldwork, I was able to see signboards at several visible 
locations near creeks. Those signs were apparently hand-painted by local elementary school 
children and indicated that lightening bugs’ larva have been introduced into a local creek. 
Fireflies seem to serve as a charismatic agent for local residents to enjoy summer nights. But, 
while these charismatic creatures, such as killifish, have become objects of selective restorations, 
other less charismatic or charismatic yet feared species, such as loaches and snakes (mamushi), 
have been left unattended. 
 Since these elderly farmers appeared to have enjoyed these bugs and creatures in 
waterways during childhood, I asked whether they wanted to restore them for the sake of their 
own grandchildren. Their reactions were largely negative partly because they see indispensable 
values in infrastructure modernization which is also understood to have restricted those 
creatures’ existence. They also find no necessity because the number of children in the area has 
decreased and they no longer play outside. Indeed, I rarely saw any children playing outside by 
themselves during my fieldwork. One retired man in the 80s likewise told me that he prefers 
today’s physical environment with the modernized infrastructure because 40-60 years ago, there 
were “many ditches” and “muddy places.” He went on to say that “today’s children, my 
grandchildren wouldn’t do that, playing at a river” (interview, December 7, 2011). The claim that 
today’s children’s lack of interest in playing in nature or outside was echoed by another man in 
his 70s in Fukui district (interview, December 4, 2011) and a representative from Hara district 
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(interview, November 13, 2011). The discourse goes along with the modern regime of 
mechanized and efficient agriculture in the post-World War II Japan. 
 To sum up, as further examined in the following sections, the modern regime had already 
created a set of likely socio-natural relationships of human-technologies-landscape-non-human-
creatures in conventional farmlands. The attempts by the reduced pesticide movement and the 
“Agriculture’s Blessings” program had only uneven and often marginal changes to the regime of 
socio-natural relations that selectively incorporated pesticide and chemical fertilizer reductions. 
Meanwhile, the conventional farmers in Fukui district still felt the continuous, if fragile and 
changing, ordinariness of socio-natural relationships with the surrounding socio-ecological 
matters and spaces. Above all, the photos still displayed on a window near the cashiers inside the 
farmer’s market in Fukui administrative district symbolized the marginal status of the 
ordinariness of socio-natures as well as the bug investigation and subsequent engagement with 
bugs in farm fields among the farmers and community (Photos 37 & 38). Interestingly, the title 
of the display featured the name of the rice created from “Agriculture’s Blessings” while the 
official title of “Agriculture’s Blessings” and the bug investigations were in a parenthesis (i.e., 
“Fukui Kagura Rice [Agriculture’s Blessings • Bug Investigations])(Photo 38).144 Five years after 
the 2006 event, the photos still showed scenes from the bug investigation as if they attempt to tell 
a story about these activities, as Une hoped. But, they are half hidden behind other materials. On 
a number of occasions I visited the farmer’s market, I did not see anyone looking into the photos.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
144
 “Kagura” means sacred Shintō music and dance that many of these conventional farmers actively participated. 
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Photo 37: Photo Display from “Agriculture’s Blessings” Activities in Fukui District in 2006 
 
 
 
 
Photo 38: Photo Display from “Agriculture’s Blessings” Activities in Fukui District in 2006 
(after I put aside the materials in front of the pictures) 
 
 
 
 
Accounting Further for Marginal Rearticulation of Socio-Natures Among Conventional Farmers 
in Fukui District 
 
 As examined in some length above, the rearticulation of socio-natural relations and 
interests around the channeled apple snails and other socio-natures as attempted by Une’s group 
did not quite enroll the conventional farmers in Fukui district to the same extent that Une had 
hoped for. I have pointed out factors, such as aging of farmers and labor shortage, the diminished 
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necessity to rely on these socio-natural spaces for food and playgrounds besides a few 
charismatic agents for pleasure that reproduced the sense of continuity for many conventional 
farmers in the district. In this section, I will detail several other broader political economic 
reasons why conventional farmers in Fukui district have not enrolled more fully with Une’s 
farmer group’s projects. Namely, they are (1) the declining significance of rice farming in the 
recent decades; (2) the appearance of an institutional buyer of their rice in the early 1990s had 
stabilized the rice price at a relatively good price; (3) the infrastructural modernization and the 
subsequent decision to grow rice collectively rearranged farmers’ relations to their rice paddies 
in that they had reduced the sense of individual responsibility and innovation in their plots; and 
(4) the conventional farmers in Fukui districts have been in aligned with the modernized 
agricultural project of the major institutions, especially the local Nijō government and Itoshima 
agricultural cooperative. 
 First, rice has ceased to be a primary commodity for most farmers in recent decades 
because of the declining rice consumption and price (Chapter 2 and Table 8 below), especially 
for regions not famous for their branded “delicious” rice, such as Itoshima. This was another 
reason why many conventional farmers did not find much incentive to make original 
improvement, besides potentially adopting quality improvement techniques and advices provided 
by the agricultural cooperative or encouraged by government policy. Nationally, since the 1970s, 
government policy has encouraged farmers to voluntary reduce rice cultivation areas (first 10% 
of one’s rice paddies, then more than 30% since 1987) for a pittance. The size has declined from 
3.173 million ha at the peak in 1969 to less than half, 1.579 million ha, in 2012 (Itoshima Nōgyō 
Kyōdō Kumiai 1995:123; Itoshima Shinbun 1970a, 1978a; MAFF 2013).145  
                                                           
145
 From: http://www.maff.go.jp/j/tokei/sihyo/ (Accessed on July 28, 2013). 
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Table 8: Average Rice Price Change from 1990 to 2006 in Japan (in 60 kilogram or 132.2 
pounds)146 
 
1990 21,600 (yen: 100 yen is about $1) 
1991 22,726 
1992 22,813 
1993 23,607 
1994 22,172 
1995 20,976 
1996 20,566 
1997 18,675 
1998 19,603 
1999 17,919 
2000 17,054 
2001 17,254 
2002 17,129 
2003 22,296 
2004 16,660 
2005 16,048 
2006 15,731 
Rice for regular market; not for direct government purchase (in Japanese yen – 100 yen is 
approximately $1 US).   
 
 
 In the context of the decline of farming as a whole, for the last several decades, farmers 
have shifted their efforts to slightly more profitable commodities, such as vegetables, flowers, 
and certain fruits. These commodities face less import competition thanks to their relatively 
perishable materialities and government price protection measures (Itoshima Nōgyō Kyōdō 
Kumiai 1995:537; Itoshima Shinbun 1966b; Nijō Machi Shi Henshū Iinkai. 2005:416-17)(see 
                                                           
146
 From: http://www.maff.go.jp/kyusyu/toukei/database/pdf/204.pdf (Accessed on July 28, 2013). These data are 
from a quasi-government agency, Zenkoku Beikoku Torihiki • Kakaku Keisei Sentā (All Japan Grain Exchange • 
Price Formation Center), that was created in 1995 after the Uruguay Round to coordinate a national grain market 
that was not directly controlled by the government in terms of price. But, this agency and market were finally closed 
in 2011 because increasing percentages of grains had not been brought to this centralized market over the years. In 
2004, the year the obligatory shipment of grains to this market was abolished, the market dealt with less than half of 
the amount of grains at its peak year. See www.komenet.jp/torihiki/, especially 
www.komenet.jp/torihiki/01/01/01.pdf (Accessed on August 6, 2014). 
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Tables 2 and 3 in Chapter 1). Many farmers in the late 1990s also used their set-aside rice 
paddies to produce soybeans that had been devastated with import competition (Itoshima 
Shinbun 1999b). They did so because the national government decided to provide subsidies and 
price-guarantee to increase domestic soy-bean self-sufficiency rate and address recent consumer 
concerns about genetically modified soybeans from abroad. Fukuyoshi school district (which 
contains Fukui agricultural district) in Nijō had already converted large tracts of their agricultural 
land, especially on hills, as early as in the early 1950s to oranges for their prospects of future 
profits (Ieuji 1962a). No one foresaw, however, the subsequent increased domestic competition 
and overproduction as well as the liberalization of the orange market to cheap imports in the 
1980s that devastated the business and embitter the farmers from those generations to this day.  
 In any case, the less dramatic shift to produce non-rice crops instead of rice may have 
been due partly to the fact that Itoshima county has been largely a rural region without major 
non-farming industries, and it is relatively close to a populous Fukuoka city (i.e., still relatively 
high demand for rice)(Itoshima Nōgyō Kyōdō Kumiai 1995:123; Itoshima Shinbun 1977c). It is 
also the case that many rice paddies have been used to grow vegetables and other crops either 
during winter months or all seasons (i.e., no rice production) in this area.147 In fact, when I first 
talked to the community and farmer representatives in Fukui district, I was told that not many 
farmers grow primarily rice because it does not make money unless you cultivate a large plot 
(10-15 ha).  
 Second, an institutional buyer of their rice which offered a good advanced guaranteed 
price appeared in the context of growing consumer anxiety over food safety. It stabilized good 
revenue without necessarily engaging in more innovative methods. Since the early 1990s, much 
                                                           
147
 From: Heisei 24 Nendo Ban Itoshima Shi Tōkei Hakusho (The 2012 Itoshima City White Paper) 
http://www.city.itoshima.lg.jp/uploaded/life/9220_24191_misc.pdf. P. 98 (Accessed on July 30, 2013). 
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of the rice has been sold as “reduced pesticide rice” with a higher price to a large consumer 
cooperative in Fukuoka city through the Itoshima agricultural farmer cooperative. This level of 
reduced pesticide use (usually only one herbicide use) has become standard in this area although 
even higher prices would have been provided if they practiced either no herbicide rice farming or 
organic farming. 
 Third, the materiality of the infrastructure modernization and the new arrangement of 
growing rice collectively in this district further extricated farmers from labor intensive 
innovative practices because it created a reduced sense of individual farmer responsibility to rice 
paddies. The larger rice paddies erased many ridges between rice fields that had separated plots 
owned by nearly 100 owners in Fukui district. The farmers sometimes mentioned to me that they 
could not tell exactly where their family’s rice paddies were. The Fukui agricultural district head 
initially tried to work on his own paddy, but it was too hard (“yaoikan ka’tta”). This new 
physical materiality made individual work and attention to their own plots very difficult and 
impractical, including how and when to plant which brand of rice, and how to manage water or 
pests. It also means that the harvested rice does not get registered from each former individual 
plot. Instead, it is put into the same containers with the label of the Fukui farmer cooperative that 
has effectively taken over rice production from individual owners since the infrastructure 
modernization. In this sense, incentives for improving one’s plots have been diffused. A full-time 
farmer in his mid-60s and former agricultural district head, likewise told me that when the 
agricultural cooperative totally took over the rice making work, rice yields have decreased 
because these rice paddies are no longer under individual owners’ responsibility, thus “no one 
actively goes into rice paddies to take care of rice” (field note, August 21, 2010). If damages 
from channeled apple snails or diseases were extensive, they could get some insurance money as 
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they were compensated with a half million yen or about $5,000 in 2010 (interview, February 5, 
2011). In addition, the current head of the Fukui farmer cooperative also insisted that making the 
paddy soil flat to prevent snails’ activities is not technically easy, especially in widened paddy 
area. He also said that some farmers who use part of the rice paddies operated by the Fukui 
farmer cooperative only during the winter to grow vegetables, such as broccoli and lettuce, end 
up plowing soil too much and making soil particle chunks too small to hold air inside the soil. 
The result is to lower those parts within a given rice paddy, thereby making it susceptible to 
active movements of the channeled apple snails (field note, August 5, 2011).  
 Fourth, the conventional farmers in this small administrative area have been entangled 
with the interests and the discourse of the mainstream conventional farming coordinated by 
major governmental and agricultural institutions, especially the Itoshima agricultural cooperative 
and the local Nijō town government (before it merged to be part of the Itoshima city government 
in 2010). Their highest priorities have been on “efficiency” and economic returns from 
consumers who, by and large, prefer “tasty” and, to a lesser extent, “safe,” rice and other 
agricultural products with the least expensive price (as opposed to non-pesticide use or organic 
or natural farming crops). It relies on the modernization model of latest technologies 
(pesticides/machine), consolidated larger farm sizes, and cost and labor efficiency, without much 
consideration for externalities. One of the Fukui district’s administrators told me that farms must 
be large to be collectively and efficiently run. He saw Une’s projects as protecting only the 
natural environment, not agriculture’s, therefore, farmers’ survival (field note, September 18, 
2011). The monthly meetings of the board members of the Fukui farmer cooperative discussed 
primarily economic issues, including incomes and expenses such as fertilizers, machines, 
building renovations, and who is using rice paddies after fall harvests for fees and government 
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subsidies. Similarly, the dominant discourse on climate, such as weather, temperature, and wind, 
in shaping crop yields and qualities was not balanced with the importance of immediate socio-
natural ecologies in and around rice paddies.  
 As a part of this “environmental conservation agriculture” regime, I will add discussions 
on several other ways in which those governmental and cooperative organizations have tried to 
practice and constitute a particular socio-natural relationships in Fukui district. It was to 
primarily incorporate reduced synthetic pesticides and chemical fertilizers as well as more 
organic fertilizers, but not Une’s group’s projects. 
 First, a farmer in his 50s, a close friend of Une, in Yoshiikami, an adjacent district in 
Itoshima suggested that a top-down nature of the relationships between farmers and the Itoshima 
agricultural cooperative and governments explains why the farmers in Fukui administrative 
district reduced pesticide use. They did so, according to this farmer, because they were advised 
as such by those agencies, and because they found that they could make money in that 
arrangement (field note, December 18, 2011). When I asked him about how the reduced 
pesticide movement became popular among the conventional farmers in Fukui district, he 
responded this way: 
There was no movement. If you say something different [from conventionally 
accepted ways of doing things], no one listens to you around here. They [the 
farmers] somehow turned out to decrease pesticide use, or because the agricultural 
cooperative and extension office directed them. It wasn’t that they proactively 
decided…(field note, December 18, 2011). 
 
I have found two other ways that the national and Fukuoka prefectural governments promoted a 
short-term economic centered and ecological modernization version of farm practices for farmers 
and local institutions. In 2006, the conventional farmers in Fukui district received a major award 
from the national government. It was one of the top national awards under the agricultural 
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production infrastructure division of a national agricultural land improvement contest that looked 
for districts with “high productivity and profitability, promoting environmentally considerate 
agriculture, and unique community involvement” (Itoshima Shinbun 2007a). Their infrastructure 
modernization, use of large machinery, recent establishment of an agricultural cooperative that 
collectively operates on rice paddies in the district, and involvement in the 2005-2007 
“Agriculture’s Blessing” project reportedly impressed the evaluators. Similarly, a conference on 
soil creation hosted by the Fukuoka prefectural government agencies in 2001 was about how to 
reduce environmental problems, especially of pesticides and chemical fertilizers, while being 
“rational” and “efficient” in immediate economic and labor costs and product prices (Itoshima 
Shinbun 2001f). 
 Second, the criteria for the 2010 “rice fair” organized by the Itoshima agricultural 
cooperative and Fukuoka agricultural extension office similarly hinted at economic interests are 
most important in rice production. It was a contest to give awards to farmers who produced high 
quality rice. The main criteria included water management, rice appearance, weed management, 
the extent to which rice plants have been fallen sideways, and appropriate pest management, 
taste, yields, and quality (the criteria for “appearance” included proportionate size and 
color)(Futsūsaku Kenkyū Kai 2011: 2-3, 4-5, 9). The standards did not include the amount or 
kinds of pesticides and fertilizers used, how many names of bugs farmers can identify, or if 
farmers understand how the ecology in their rice fields are connected to the larger community 
ecology, as Une and his other farmer colleagues may find worthwhile.  
 Third, a dominant institutional discourse of how it is primarily the climate that affects the 
extent to which “harmful bugs and germs” emerge and damage crops was prominent in farmers’ 
accounts in Fukui district. This was despite the more complex scientific evidence for the 
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emergence involving local weather patterns, climate change, introduction of non-indigenous 
species via increasing trades, amount of fertilizers (too much nutrients) and other farming 
methods, and relationships among insect species in a particular geography (Hidaka and Nakasuji 
1990:220; Kiritani 2001; Kiritani and Yukawa 2010).148 This discourse on weather was partly to 
underemphasize the importance of more immediate ecologies of rice paddies that Une and other 
farmers tried to focus on, and it effectively slighted the importance of the “bug board” and more 
intimate social and physical relationships between farmers and farm ecology.149 The Itoshima 
agricultural cooperative provided the “bug board” to its rice producing members in 1986 and 
then again in 2005 for the “Agriculture’s Blessings” (“Nō no Megumi”) program in 2005-2007. 
Yet, I got the impression that rice farmers in Fukui district did not find the “bug boards” to be 
useful in actual rice making beyond the designated program where they were paid to participate. 
The head of the Fukui agricultural cooperative told me that he did not use the board beyond the 
2005-2007 program because, while smiling and gesturing with his left hand as if patting the side 
                                                           
148
 At least by the early 18th century, documents suggest that the elites linked the emergence of crop damages due to 
bugs and particular climates, such as unusually cold weather and rainy days or an unusually warm winter 
(Kishimoto 1975:42-43, 47-50). Modern scientific studies on how weather patterns and climate influence bugs 
appear to have taken shape by the 1930s (Kiritani 2001:42). Russian-British entomologist, Boris Petrovich Uvarov, 
published a classic, Insects and Climate, in 1931 (which was translated and published in Japanese in 1935) in which 
he advocated for applied entomology to predict the appearance of pest bugs and exterminate them. In Japan, the 
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry began an experiment in 1934-1936 to discern the relationship between the 
amount of pest bugs in relation to temperature and rainfall.  Yet, in those days, contradictory evidence emerged to 
discern the simple correlations without considering other factors, such as how relations among different insect 
species themselves may contribute to the emergence of uncontrollable pest bugs. Kiritani (1975:48-49), 
entomologist himself, suggests these debates between those who emphasized climate and those who emphasized 
insect dynamics continued in the 1950s and 1960s in Japan. Yet, he suggests both factors in different places, year, 
and seasons, are important in predicting pest appearance. Kiritani (2001) and Kiritani and Yukawa (2010) examine 
how the climate change/global warming has been changing the dynamics of pests by taking many factors into 
account, including increasing amounts of food import/export and unintentional introduction of non-indigenous bugs.  
149
 To be fair, the farm calendar booklet published by the JA in Fukuoka city had a more comprehensive 
understanding of “harmful” bugs in that it included a brief analysis of the bug ecology and an encouragement to use 
the “bug board” (JA Fukuoka Shi 2011:32-34). They had adopted the bug board several years before the JA 
Itoshima. This may suggest varying discursive logics across different JAs although how those discursive logics get 
translated and practiced on the ground especially by farmers is a different question. 
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of rice plants to make bugs drop onto the board, “you don’t usually use it like that” (interview, 
December 29, 2011).150  
 This farmer was in fact one of about five people in this Fukui district area that switched 
to “specially grown rice” in 1994 when the Itoshima agricultural cooperative solicited its rice 
producing members. He reasoned that he was able to reduce pesticides because “the climate had 
changed, and now it’s a shorter rainy season and weaker wind. Plant hoppers used to came on 
that wind, and a longer rainy season used to bring more rain” (field note, November 5, 2011). He 
did not mention, however, that in Itoshima area, the pesticide use had already been reduced since 
1986, as previously noted. That was likely because, as Une argues, more pesticides in effect 
created more damages from “harmful bugs” by killing their natural enemies. 
 Irrespective of the actual reason(s), he was referring to the climate change, not the bug-
synthetic pesticide relationships in his rice paddies that Une and his other farmer colleagues 
focused on. The discourse of climate change and how it affects crop production has been 
common in mainstream agriculture, as displayed, for example, in patterns of temperatures, rain 
falls, sun light hours, and subsequently emerging bugs such as stink bugs in the farm calendar 
booklet distributed by the Itoshima farmer cooperative (Itoshima Nōgyō Kyōdō Kumiai and 
Fukuoka Fukyū Shidō Sentā 2011:4-5, 7). The color photos of “harmful” and “beneficial” bugs 
on the first and last pages of the booklet, respectively, did not elaborate on how or why they 
emerge, as if they are inherently “harmful” or “beneficial.” I heard essentially the same 
                                                           
150
 On the other hand, when I was using the bug board at a rice paddy in Fukui district to see how many bugs I could 
find off a rice bundle, a truck stopped by. A weekend farmer of probably around 50 years old asked if I “was 
looking at bugs” (field note, October 10-11, 2011). I answered, “how can you tell?” He answered that he used to use 
it when we grew rice individually before the organization [was formed to operate collectively]. ‘Oh, I have to apply 
pesticides for this’” He said he “thought he had to use it” as directed by the Itoshima agricultural cooperative. I later 
asked his eighty-two-year-old farmer mother about the bug board, but she did not seem to remember how she used it. 
This episode suggests a variation of the use among conventional farmers in this district.  
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discursive logic that attributes the reduction of pesticide use to the changing climate, not the way 
pesticides were used among some conventional farmers in Fukui district. 
 On the other hand, the farm calendar booklet published by the JA in Fukuoka city had a 
more comprehensive understanding of “harmful” bugs in that it included a brief analysis of the 
bug ecology and an encouragement to use the “bug board” (JA Fukuoka Shi 2011:32-34). They 
had adopted the bug board in the early 1980s several years before the JA Itoshima (a separate 
entity). This may suggest varying discursive logics across different JAs. The JA Fukuoka city 
had incorporated more IPM understanding and techniques while the JA Itoshima has not because 
the former has had consistent reputation at least since the 1980s to have incorporated IPM 
methods and member outreach (Nōbunkyō Ronsetsu Iinkai 1987; Takata 1996:54-62). An 
interview with a representative of one administrative district (Udagawahara) under the JA 
Fukuoka city indirectly confirmed that at least three administrative districts in this JA area had 
experimented with reduced or no pesticide rice farming by the early 1980s (interview, November 
16, 2011). 
 Fourth, Nijō Town, until its merger with other two municipalities to form Itoshima city in 
2010, had not been proactive on environmental conservation agriculture unlike neighboring 
Maebaru city (Nomiyama 1998:58). The 2006 town’s plan for agriculture and its ecological 
aspect only lists three already existing programs of the national and prefectural governments: (1) 
promoting the recycling agricultural materials; (2) establishing relationships between dairy 
farming wastes (providing raw fertilizers) and rice farmers (supplying rice straws used for dairy 
farming)(Fukuoka Ken 1997:22); and (3) one modest environmental agricultural program called 
“eco-farmers,” a certificate for farmers who submit a plan to reduce pesticide and chemical 
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fertilizer uses without much enforcement mechanism (Fukuoka Ken Nijō Machi 2006:53).151 It 
indicates that the Nijō government wanted to increase the number of “eco-farmers” from 46 to 
55.  
 Irrespective of the actual accomplishments of these Nijō governmental plans, it is clear 
that the Nijō municipal government did not incorporate the ideas and practices about deeper and 
wide-ranging relationships between farming and ecology that Une’s group had been promoting 
for years. Nor did it propose another similar, yet more stringent, environmental conservation 
farming program than “eco-farmers” program promoted by Fukuoka prefecture since December 
2002. It is called “Fukuoka prefecture reduced pesticide, reduced chemical fertilizer farming 
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 “Eco-farmers” is a program created nationally in 1999 and in Fukuoka in December of the same year (“Law 
Promoting Highly Sustainable Agricultural Production Methods”)(About Eco-Farmers” Fukuoka Ken, n.d. 
[www.pref.fukuoka.lg.jp/d05/ecofarmer.html])(Accessed on September 1, 2013). If farmers pledge to meet criteria 
on incorporating organic fertilizers based on scientific soil analysis, and reducing chemical fertilizers and pesticides, 
they receive an “eco-farmer” certificate from the prefectural government.  The certificate’s symbol can then be 
placed on their products. For rice, for example, it specifies the following: (1) based on soil analysis of particular rice 
paddies, mix 600kg (12.38oz)/10a of shredded rice straws plus 1-2t/10a of compost. Till the soil for about two times 
during fall and winter months; (2) apply chemicals mixed with organic fertilizers so that particular components 
become effective when rice need them in specific growing periods. By reducing redundant fertilizers for crops, it 
effectively reduces nitrogen inputs by 10-20%; (3) as to the pesticides, farmers are to reduce one pesticide use by 
employing one or more of several methods, such as using hot water to disinfect seedlings or using animals such as 
channeled apple snails, for weeding. Applicants have to fill out a several-page form detailing their plan for next 
several years as to how they intend to grow particular crops they want to get the certificate for, with a document of 
soil analysis. It would require money, time, and knowledge to just submit the documents in a right order.  
 The number of certificate holders in Fukuoka prefecture steadily increased from 3 in 2000 to 4,463 in 2009 
(out of over 95,000 farmers in Fukuoka prefecture in 2005)(Fukuoka Ken 2002:34, 2010:3, 5, 25). In Itoshima city, 
305 farmer households held the certificate in 2010 (“‘Itoshima Nōryoku o Hagukumu Kihon Keikaku’ ni Kakageru 
Mokuhyōchi no Shinpo Jōkyō (Heisei 23 Nendo).” [www.city.itoshima.lg.jp/uploaded/attachment/5769.pdf]) 
(Accessed on September 3, 2013). Yet, as one conventional farmer and the “eco-farmer” certificate holder in his 30s 
told me, there is little enforcement mechanism in terms of whether farmers actually adhere to the plan (despite the 
fact that it is said on paper that the governor can request individual farmers  about the implementation of the 
plan)(field note, November 10, 2010). That did not, however, encourage others to register for the program. If a 2003 
national survey of this program for fruits growers is of any indication, most farmers do not seem to be interested in 
participating largely because they do not see much incentives or they find the hurdle to be too high. The majority of 
the respondents (75% for outdoor growing farmers and 58% for indoor growing ones) did not intend to register 
because 35% of outdoor grower naysayers and 22% of the 58% indoor grower respondents said they were not 
interested (“Research Report on Highly Sustainable Agricultural Production Method Attainment,” 2003 [www.e-
stat.go.jp/SG1/estat/GL08020103.do?_toGL08020103_&listID=000001064672&requestSender=dsearch])( Accesse
d on September 3, 2013). Over ten percent of each grower who chose they did not intend to apply for it selected a 
choice of either “conditions are too hard” or “do not see any merits.”  
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policy” that requires participating farmers to reduce the use of pesticide and chemical fertilizers 
to less than 50% of the “prefectural standards.”152 153 
 
Conclusion 
 
 In this chapter, I analyzed the historical contexts of the “Agriculture’s Blessings” 
program as well as how the conventional farmers (in Fukui district) engaged with the 
government scheme. I indicated the confluence of a number of different governmental and 
private projects toward the rural that provided a broader contour for the “Agriculture’s 
Blessings.” While the “Agriculture’s Blessings” program attempted to challenge many 
fundamental structures and ideas of the modern agricultural regimes, I suggested very limited 
and uneven results across at least the eight districts I was able to communicate with. There was, 
for example, a minor incorporation of the “Agriculture’s Blessings” program’s discourse among 
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 “About Fukuoka prefecture reduced pesticide, reduced chemical fertilizer farming policy.” Fukuoka Ken. N.d. 
(http://www.pref.fukuoka.lg.jp/d05/fninsyou.html)(Accessed on September 2, 2013). According to a survey of 274 
self-selected volunteer monitors in Fukuoka prefecture in 2012, after 10 years of this program, 211 respondents 
(77%) did not know the existence of this label or the program, and only 17 respondents (6.2%) knew both (p. 75 in 
Fukuoka Ken, 2012). 
153
 Under this prefectural program, in exchange for the certificate and permission to put a label on farm products, 
farmers are to reduce the use of pesticide and chemical fertilizers to less than 50% of the “prefectural standards” 
(“50%” following a national guideline).  Farmers are to make records of how they grow crops so that they could be 
examined for all the first-year registered farmers (and about 100 randomly selected farmers after the second year) by 
an on-site visit per year (e-mail exchange with a representative of the Fukuoka prefecture-approved certifying 
organization, April 9, 2012). Likewise, a random sampling of labeled products (100 items per year for all products 
registered under this program in Fukuoka prefecture) is conducted for possible violations of pesticide residue. 
Farmers are also to pay a fee. Perhaps partly because of these stricter rules, the number of registered farmers 
increased from 255 (2,622ha or 6,479 acres) in 2003 to only 414 (2,728ha or 6,741 acres) in 2012 (“About the ten-
year anniversary of the establishment of ‘Fukuoka prefecture reduced pesticide, reduced chemical fertilizer farming 
policy’” Fukuoka Ken, November 13 2012. [http://www.pref.fukuoka.lg.jp/f17/gengen10.html])( Accessed on 
September 2, 2013). In Itoshima city, the number was 27 in 2010 (“‘Itoshima Nōryoku o Hagukumu Kihon Keikaku’ 
ni Kakageru Mokuhyōchi no Shinpo Jōkyō [Heisei 23 Nendo].” 
[www.city.itoshima.lg.jp/uploaded/attachment/5769.pdf])(Accessed on September 2, 2013. This confirms the young 
Fukui farmer’s understanding that this program is “far more stringent [than the eco-farmer program] that not many 
have acquired it” (field note, November 10, 2010). In addition, the number of farmer households that have the 
official organic certificate in Fukuoka prefecture was only 32 out of 3,815 nationally in 2010 [as of March 
31]( “Inspection and Certificate Policy for Organic Food.” Nōrin Suisan Shō. N.d. 
[http://www.maff.go.jp/j/jas/jas_kikaku/yuuki.html])(Accessed on September 2, 2013). Perhaps it is not a 
coincidence that the prefectural annual white paper in 2010 (Fukuoka Ken 2010:25) did not list farmers who 
acquired the official organic certificate in the pages where they discuss the eco-farmers and “reduced 
pesticide/chemical fertilizer” program under the title of “Promoting Environmentally Conscious Agriculture.” 
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the conventional farmers. Yet, I suggested that a variety of demographic and political economic 
forces limited the rearticulation of interests in align with the “Agriculture’s Blessings” program. 
Instead, they were still more in alignment with the two modern agricultural regimes of the recent 
decades – they were in alignment with the “environmental conservation agriculture” regime to 
the extent that they have reduced pesticide and chemical fertilizer use as directed by the 
government. At the same time, their sense of farmland and neighborhood nature was about 
practical use of local resources and occasional pleasure (e.g., crabs, edible wild plants, and 
fireflies). This “ordinary” socio-nature is something that has not been incorporated into the agro-
environmental regimes.  
 In the next chapter, I will examine how an ornamental flower planting activity as a part of 
the new national governmental program since 2008 revealed the sense of a particular “living 
environment” that Fukui district residents were interested in maintaining while receiving a 
government subsidies in exchange. I will also explore the relationship between this “living 
environment” and “ordinary socio-nature.” I will go on to analyze how Une’s view of nature is in 
fact a dominant conceptualization of nature that has been dominant since the early 20th century. 
It was one of the reasons why his program was appealing to many. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 
ORNAMENTAL FLOWER PLANTING &  
UNE’S “CULTURALIST” UNDERSTANDING OF SOCIO-NATURES 
 
 
Introduction 
 
 In this last substantial chapter, I aim to accomplish two things. First, I will examine 
aspects of a national policy, Nōchi, Mizu, Kankyō Hozen Kōjō Taisaku (Agricultural Land, Water, 
and the Environment Preservation and Improvement Policy) from 2007 to 2011 which 
overlapped with the 2005-2007 “Agriculture’s Blessings.” In particular, I will focus on the most 
popular activity option of this program, planting ornamental flowers, to sketch out historical 
relationships between farmers/residents and flowers/plants in farmland areas in Fukui district. 
The section aims to shed light on another aspect of the shifting, yet partially enduring regimes of 
socio-natures in farmlands. It also helps explain why the Fukui district farmers engaged with the 
“Agriculture’s Blessings” program only marginally on an “economic” ground.  
 Second, I will compare and contrast Une’s neo-agrarian project with the national and 
prefectural governmental projects to suggest that the latter only selectively incorporated Une’s 
project. At the same time, I will critically examine how Une conceptualizes conventional 
farmers’ understanding of nature and suggest a close affinity between his “culturalist” 
conceptualization and that of the nationalized and a-historical understanding of socio-natures in 
Japan at the turn of the last century that emerged in the midst of national identity crisis. In other 
words, both projects shared the underlying conceptualization of nationalized and a-historical 
socio-natures and emerged in the periods of national identity crisis and nostalgia for the past. 
Part of the appeal of Une’s project was being part of the hegemony of particular socio-natures. In 
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contrast, I propose a de-nationalized, more fragmented, and historicized understanding of socio-
natural relationships and regimes among different human and non-human actors in farmlands.   
 
Nōchi, Mizu, Kankyō Hozen Kōjō Taisaku  
(Agricultural Land, Water, and the Environment Preservation and  
Improvement Policy)(2007-2011) 
 
 From 2007 to 2011, the national government promulgated one of the latest national 
programs of “environmental conservation agriculture.” It was called, Nōchi, Mizu, Kankyō 
Hozen Kōjō Taisaku (Agricultural Land, Water, and the Environment Preservation and 
Improvement Policy), and it financially supported farming communities that have been in 
distress and whose infrastructure has been difficult to maintain as a consequence of decades of 
rural depopulation and high percentages of elderly people (Nakaya 2007). The program also 
aimed to create “attractive” rural communities for (urban) citizens who were encouraged to see 
rural areas as their imperative national resources.154 It partly aimed to maintain farming 
infrastructure such as agricultural ponds, creeks, and roads that were specifically built for 
farming. It also provided subsidies to activities aimed at improving natural and living 
environment in the community, such as planting flowers and studying local ecology, for example, 
bugs in rice paddies and waterways (under the category of “Cooperative Activities”). Separately, 
it also gave subsidies if pesticide and chemical fertilizer use was reduced by 50% in substantially 
sized farmlands in a given local administrative district (either more than 20% of district’s 
cultivated farmlands and more than 30% of district farmers’ participation or over a half of 
                                                           
154
 From: http://www.maff.go.jp/j/nousin/kankyo/nouti_mizu/index.html (Accessed on September 14, 2013). P. 3 in 
Nōchi, Mizu Hozen Kanri Shiharai Kōfukin, Heisei 19-23 Nendo no Ji’sseki to Kōka (Agricultural Land and Water 
Preservation and Maintenance Subsidies, Reports and Effectiveness, 2007-2011). 2012. The Ministry of Agriculture, 
Forestry, and Fisheries. (http://www.maff.go.jp/j/seisan/kankyo/kakyou_chokubarai/mainp.html)(Accessed on 
September 14, 2013). 
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participating farmers for a given crop in a district)(under the category of “Farming Activities 
Support”). In this section, I would like to lay out the program to examine ways in which farm 
ecology and landscape were organized in Fukui district and how these practices became a part of 
the “new” regime of agriculture (“environment conservation agriculture”) in the last few decades. 
I will also discuss how a few of the flowers and plants fit into the historical regimes of socio-
natural relationships. 
 Nationally, the number of participating administrative districts/organizations for the 
“Cooperative Activities” portion increased from over 17,000 in 2007 to more than 19,500 in 
2009. This meant that the percentages of agricultural land under the plan also rose from 29% to 
35% of all registered agricultural land in Japan during the same time period.155 On the other hand, 
only 1% in 2007 and 1.8% in 2009 of all the registered agricultural land in Japan were registered 
for “Farming Activities Support” which stipulated a significant reduction of pesticides and 
chemical fertilizers in a substantial part of local farming. For one thing, it indicates the difficulty 
in implementation of the second measure (significant reduction in pesticide and synthetic 
chemical fertilizer use) in substantially sized farmlands at the administrative district level 
(beyond a small minority of qualifying individual farmlands within a given district). 
 In 2010, 48% of rice paddies and 30% of vegetable fields in Fukuoka prefecture were 
covered by the “Cooperative Activities” part of the program which implemented particular types 
of activities among a variety of suggested choices.156 In Fukuoka prefecture, of the 
districts/organizations that engaged in the component of “Agricultural Village Environment 
                                                           
155
 P. 1 in “Nōchi, Mizu, Kankyō Hozen Kōjō Taisaku no Chūkan Hyōa no Pointo” (Summary of the Mid-Term 
Evaluation of “Agricultural Land, Water, Environment Preservation and Improvement Policy”). The Ministry of 
Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries, September 2010. 
(http://www.maff.go.jp/j/nousin/kankyo/nouti_mizu/index.html)(Accessed on September 14, 2013). 
156
 P. 3 in “Kyūshū Kannai no ‘Nōchi, Mizu, Kankyō Hozen Kōjō Taisaku’ no Ji’sshi Jōkyō” (Implementation State 
of “Agricultural Land, Water, Environment Preservation and Improvement Policy” in Kyūshū Jurisdiction).  
(http://www.maff.go.jp/kyusyu/seibibu/noti_mizu00.html)(Accessed on September 14, 2013).  
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Improvement Activities” as a part of the “Cooperative Activities,” 98 % (671 out of 685) chose 
to do some form of “Landscape Formation, Living Environment Preservation” activities among 
five options in 2011 where a district/organization had to choose at least one type of activity.157 
This “Landscape Formation, Living Environment Preservation” option under “Agricultural 
Village Environment Improvement Activities”  included activities such as planting flowers along 
streets next to agricultural lands and planting crops that are ascetically appealing (e.g., rapeseeds 
that can also become fertilizers when plowed into the soil). Another option of “Preservation of 
Natural Ecology” under “Agricultural Village Environment Improvement Activities” included 
such activities as bug or other ecological research, maintaining structures that take ecology into 
account (e.g., instituting physical structures that allow fish to migrate up in local streams and into 
rice paddies), and elimination of “foreign species.” Only 180 out of the participating 685 
organizations/districts (26%, or the second highest percentage) in Fukuoka were listed as having 
engaged in it in some fashion. The other options were water quality preservation, such as 
managing muddy water from rice paddies (7% of the districts/organizations in Fukuoka), 
improving the ability of rice paddies to hold water (one “multifunctionality” of rice paddies)(1%), 
and resource recycling, such as composting (2%).158  
                                                           
157
 P. 9, 15 in “Kyūshū Kannai no ‘Nōchi, Mizu, Kankyō Hozen Kōjō Taisaku’ no Ji’sshi Jōkyō” (Implementation 
State of “Agricultural Land, Water, Environment Preservation and Improvement Policy” in Kyūshū Jurisdiction).  
(http://www.maff.go.jp/kyusyu/seibibu/noti_mizu00.html)(Accessed on September 14, 2013).  
158
 In addition, the latest national governmental program, Nōchi, Mizu Hozen Kanri Shiharai Kōfukin (Agricultural 
Land and Water Preservation and Management Payment Subsidies), 2012-2015, is an essentially same national 
program with the “Cooperative Activities” of Nōchi, Mizu, Kankyō Hozen Kōjō Taisaku (Agricultural Land, Water, 
and the Environment Preservation and Improvement Policy)(Aratana Nōchi, Mizu Hozen Kanri Shiharai Kōfukin 
[New Agricultural Land, Water Preservation and Management Payment Subsidies]. May 2013. 
[www.maff.go.jp/j/nousin/kankyo/nouti_mizu/index.html])(Accessed on September 13, 2013)..  It was separated 
from the component that required 50% reduction of pesticide and chemical fertilizer uses. That latter part became an 
independent subsidy program, Kankyō Hozengata Nōgyō Chokusetsu Shien Taisaku (Environmental Preservative 
Agriculture Direct Support Policy), that required, beyond the 50% reduction part, one of three farm activities: (1) 
using “cover crops,” or crops planted to provide green manure and prevent soil erosion during a fallow period; (2) 
holding water in rice paddies durng a fallow time; and (3) organic farming (Kankyō Hozengata Nōgyō Chokusetsu 
Shien Taisaku no Heisei 23 Nendo no Ji’sshi Jōkyō [2011 Implementation State of Environmental Preservative 
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 Fukui district in Nijō, Itoshima county/city stopped the bug investigation after the three-
year prefectural program and, instead, fulfilled the requirement of “Agricultural Village 
Environment Improvement Activities” by planting flowers along pathways near rice paddies and 
the recently-built farmer’s market (the “Landscape Formation, Living Environment 
Preservation” option). I was told that they “graduated” from the bug investigation. Perhaps it is 
not surprising if one considers the primary motive of participation for many (i.e., subsidies) that 
the continuing practice of the bug investigations was not appealing because monetary gain was 
available through other easier and perhaps more practical options.  
 The Fukui administrative district head told me the district had been planting flowers, if 
on a smaller scale, prior to the program (interview, August 19, 2011). A former male Fukui 
administrative district head and Nijō town council member in his 90s as well as a female farmer 
in her 80s told me on separate occasions that flower planting began after the farmer’s market at 
the center of their district opened in 2002 (field notes, December 3, 2010, December 10, 2011). 
Such an activity fits with other cleaning and beautification activities that this and many other 
similar administrative districts around the country have engaged in for at least some decades 
(Tsujinaka, Pekkanen, and Yamamoto 2009:28-29, 42-44, 130-34, 148-52). The aim of those 
activities has been to “voluntarily” improve their own “living environment” (seikatsu kankyō) 
and effectively to serve a function of the government that has historically tried to “improve (and 
modernize) life quality” of villagers under the name of “life improvement” (seikatsu kaizen). 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
Agriculture Direct Support Policy]. July 18, 2012. 
[http://www.maff.go.jp/j/seisan/kankyo/kakyou_chokubarai/mainp.html])(Accessed on September 13, 2013).. As to 
the Fukui district, the director of the Fukui’s farmer cooperative organization told me with frustration that they 
cannot take advantage of the new program that provides a slightly higher subsidy because their farming practices 
cannot accommodate any of these criteria: “None of them apply here. I’ve told the prefecture (government). Please 
make something that accommodates our community’s reality” (field note, October 5, 2011). The conventional 
farmers in Fukui district allow a number of full-time local farmers to grow vegetables in collectively operated rice 
paddies during the winter time, and they feel they cannot farm without some pesticides.  
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Those programs included food/nutrition, sanitation (e.g., elimination of harmful bugs such as 
flies and mosquitoes), and financial management, through dispatching agents and soliciting 
participation, especially since the end of World War II (Mizuno and Satō 2008; Tanaka 2011a). 
For example, planting flowers, as in a magazine article titled, “Toward a Large Flower Garden, 
Campaign to Plant Flowers in Tochigi Prefecture,” was also a part of this “life improvement” at 
least from the mid-1950s (Tanaka 2011b:88). Thus, the “environment” (kankyō) essentially 
meant the “living environment” (seikatsu kankyō), which was not exactly the contemporary 
environmentalist conceptualization of conservation of “wild” nature. To improve it, people have 
often organized collective garbage pick-up in their neighborhoods at least since the “leisure 
boom” in the 1960s. It has continued to this day: there have been many illegal cases of disposing 
bulky materials in local mountain hills, such as cars, tires, TVs, and refrigerators to avoid 
disposal fees (Itoshima Shinbun 1995c). Many residents feel that their greenery, clean water, 
beautiful coastal lines are violated by that waste. Neighborhood associations routinely clean up 
their neighborhoods by picking up trash.  
 Furthermore, I argue that the farmers’ and this local community’s relations to these 
particular flowers have been aligned with the modernized agricultural and governmental regimes 
for the last several decades, especially the “environmental conservation agriculture” regime. That 
is partly because these “ornamental” flowers, most likely recent arrivals from outside the town, 
are rendered “special,” to be appreciated by the locals and visitors/customers who are courted for 
farmer’s markets and rural areas. On the other hand, other flowers and plants that have mostly 
been “indigenous” do not evoke such charisma in farming and daily community life because they 
do not seem to have historically contributed to their lives in any practical or symbolic way, 
thereby rendering them mundane and insignificant. 
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 The district had planted cosmos – a flower – as, in the words of a local full-time farmer, a 
“landscape (crop)” (keikan [sakumotsu]) in the rice paddy in front of the farmers’ market for 
customers and passers-by (Photo 39)(field note, October 17, 2010). “Landscape crops” are an 
official term that refers to plants and flowers that ascetically please human senses. It is not a 
coincidence that he used the word because he was one of the few local leaders during the 2005-
2007 Agriculture’s Blessings program (Fukuoka Ken 2008:63) and Agricultural Land, Water, 
and the Environment Preservation and Improvement Policy since 2007 that used the language. 
Similarly, one of the Fukui district’s committees to deal with this part of landscape beautification 
under this national program was called “landscape formation, living environment preservation” 
(kankyō keisei, seikatsu kankyō hozen) that coincides with a term in a government-provided 
document which the district had to fill out to report its activities annually to the local government 
(Fukui Kankyō o Mamoru Kai 2008). In other words, these terms and their conceptualizations of 
the objects became incorporated into local understanding and practices at least at the leadership 
level. 
 
Photo 39: Cosmos in a Rice Paddy in Front of the Farmer’s Market in Fukui District159 
 
 
                                                           
159
 From: http://kanko-itoshima.sakura.ne.jp/ja2/?p=555 (Accessed on September 17, 2013).. 
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 In 2010, however, many of the cosmos seeds failed to bloom and entertain customers, 
and this full-time farmer in leadership said he was “sorry” (mōshi wakenai) for customers (Photo 
40). But, this entertainment was for eyes only even for customers because after noticing some 
customers who had entered the field to take some flowers with them, I saw a sign that was put up 
to discourage the act in the fall of 2010 soon after the picture was taken. In 2011, he decided to 
plant rape seeds after the harvest of rice plants because they last longer than cosmos and 
effectively become fertilizers when plowed into the soil. I also have heard that an elderly farmer 
in her 80s had proposed to plant narcissuses along the streets from the nearby train station to the 
farmers’ market to welcome customers.  
 
Photo 40: Cosmos in a Rice Paddy in Front of the Farmer’s Market in October, 2010160 
 
 
 
 
 Likewise, white cluster amaryllis appeared to have been planted in recent years along the 
busy street next to the farmer’s market (Photo 41). These white cluster amaryllis looked like they 
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 This photo was taken from the side of the farmer’s market or upper left corner of the rice paddy seen in the 
previous photo. Thus, there is no farmer’s market captured in this photo unlike the previous one. 
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were purposefully planted for aesthetic pleasure after the opening of the farmer’s market in 2002, 
given there are not many other cluster amaryllises in this district, and given other existing ones in 
this area are overwhelmingly red, thereby suggesting the longer existence of the red flower.161 
The flower, originally from China, is commonly seen throughout (semi-)rural Japan and blooms 
around the Buddhist equinoctial week just for a few weeks that symbolizes the arrival of autumn 
and appreciation of ancestors.  
 
Photo 41: White Cluster Amaryllis Across from the Farmer’s Market 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Yet, as Photo 41 suggests, it similarly requires particular human involvement to make 
them more entertaining because, as a farmer in her 80s told me about narcissuses, one of these 
ornamental flowers, that “weeds” can hinder the power of their potential charisma: “…they don’t 
look good because they are not well maintained and grasses are growing…” (interview, 
December 10, 2011).  She also told me about her plan to plant more cluster amaryllises near the 
                                                           
161
 In addition, many of the red cluster amaryllis on rice paddy ridges in this district may have been removed during 
the infrastructure modernization project which significantly widened rice paddy sizes, as suggested in Itō and 
Mineta (2009:178). 
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entrance to a highway where she works on her small plot because “some people get off their cars 
to take some pictures of the cluster amaryllises.” It suggests that the charisma of cluster 
amaryllises evokes enough affect in many passers-by for them to record the scene, and this 
farmer apparently felt the urge to indulge them. It is to be noted that the charisma of cluster 
amaryllises is such that they were one of the flowers recommended by a governmental landscape 
beautification program (Fukuoka Ken 2008:67).  
 Yet, flowers, such as narcissuses and kale, seem more popular than cluster amaryllises, 
not just in Fukui, but also in other districts, arguably because of their ornamental affect 
especially to the locals and their longer life until spring after they are planted in the post-rice 
harvest time in autumn (Photo 42). The ordinariness of cluster amaryllises may not evoke same 
affect for long-time locals as opposed to urbanite visitors, but it may nonetheless connote 
different significance for the long-time locals. A man in his 50s, who grew up in the area and 
used to farm in his teenage years before taking white-collar jobs, came out to help out with rice 
harvest in 2011. When asked about how he liked cluster amaryllises, he responded that he was 
“impressed that they remember to bloom at this time every year” (field note, September 25, 
2011). It suggests the most significant matter was not their ascetic value, but their ability not to 
forget to bloom at the right moment. 
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Photo 42: Narcissuses Blooming Along a Ditch in 
Fukui District, December 2011 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Furthermore, Une (2010:275-76) contends that cluster amaryllises that are often seen on 
rice paddy ridges grow successfully precisely because farmers have somehow temporarily 
synchronized their weed cutting tasks on rice paddy ridges along with the growth of cluster 
amaryllis. Farmers cut “weeds” several times over the season to clear the paths for farmers and 
to reduce habitats of “harmful bugs,” and they usually finish one on rice paddy ridges by early 
September. Soon after, the flower grows its stem from the ground to bloom until the end of 
September before it withers. If the other plants on ridges had been trimmed, therefore, the flower 
looks conspicuous and does not hide itself behind other plants or “weeds.” After the flower 
withers, farmers then crop the weeds for the last time right before the flower’s long green leaves 
come out to send nutrients into its bulb. But, if farmers miss the timing, they end up trimming the 
leaves, thereby diminishing the possibility of its survival in the next season. In other words, 
farming tasks in temporality can be discerned in the conspicuous presence of cluster amaryllis.  
 At these rice paddies in Fukui district next to the white flowers in the Photo 41, weed 
trimming occurred in early September right before the flower suddenly grows out of the soil 
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around September 10 in a typical year and before the rice harvest at these rice paddies on 
September 25, 2011 (field note, September 5, 2011). Yet, it appears that the flowers were barely 
taller than other “weeds” in the picture, and I distinctly remember passing by these flowers in 
mid-September, 2011 and feeling an urge to borrow a sickle and trim the grass to make the 
flowers stand out more. One thing Une (2010) does not mention, however, is that the temporal 
synchronization may have changed for many rice paddy ridges partly because much rice has 
been harvested as early as at the end of August in recent decades in this area partly to take 
advantage of the market that looks for newly produced rice at the earliest time of the season 
(Itoshima Nōgyō Kyōdō Kumiai and Fukuoka Fukyū Shidō Sentā 2011:34). Weed cutting can 
also happen over the course of a few weekends because the rice paddy sizes became larger and 
because it becomes more difficult to get many volunteers. This change in temporality can 
possibly interfere with the cycle of cluster amaryllises. 
 Moreover, these cluster amaryllises are also known for another practical purpose: to repel 
mice and moles from rice paddy ridges. I once overheard the head of the Fukui agricultural 
district suggesting to his fellow farmer about a possibility of planting cluster amaryllises on rice 
paddy ridges because they can deter moles which can create holes in ridges and possibly produce 
water leaks. There were not many cluster amaryllises on the rice paddy ridges in this district at 
the time of my fieldwork, and a non-enthusiastic response from his fellow farmer suggested that 
the farmers in this district did not consider the flowers to be significant enough to have them 
enrolled for this purpose before or after the infrastructure modernization project. 
 This tenuous human-cluster amaryllises relationship was confirmed by an event that I 
witnessed: a burning of some of the flowers with rice straws in one of the post-harvest rice 
paddies to make way for plant cabbage seedlings. When I helped a farmer in his 30s to burn rice 
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straws scattered on that rice paddy and ridges around it, right next to the ridge where those white 
cluster amaryllises in Photo 41 were blooming at the end of September, we were also to 
effectively burn the red cluster amaryllises on the ridge (Photos 43 and 44). The reason for this 
task was that rice straws left in and around rice paddies get caught in an electric weed cutter and 
other farm machine that farmers use later (field note, September 30, 2010). His priority as a 
modern farmer was clear. Interestingly, these red cluster amaryllises were away from the white 
ones across from the farmer’s market although passers-by in cars could still observe these red 
flowers. In this sense, the act did not totally undermine the probable community project to 
entertain potential customers in the farmer’s market. In other words, the latest regime and socio-
natural relationships of “environment conservation agriculture” as enacted by this farming act 
did not quite contradict those of the landscape beautification regime of ornamental flowers that 
had been in existence for some decades, but explicitly practiced in this district since the early 
2000s. 
 
Photo 43: Farmer Adding Dried Rice Straws to Burn Cluster Amaryllises and Other Plants on 
Rice Paddy Ridge 
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Photo 44: Aftermath of the 
Burning Rice Straws on Ridge 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Furthermore, other less charismatic and indigenous flowers did not pique farmers’ and 
most other long-time locals’ attention unless they had practical uses. For example, one farmer in 
her 80s responded to my question of “do you like flowers at vegetable fields?” in the way she 
sounded like she was asked to comment on flowers specifically cultivated for sale, not “wild” 
flowers: “Flowers need pesticides around them. We can apply them more because we don’t eat 
them” (interview, December 10, 2011). Immediately afterwards, I asked specifically about the 
flowers grown on ridges of vegetable fields (e.g., Photos 45 & 46, which were taken on one of 
the rice paddy ridges in this district). She did not see any significance in them, unlike in the 
ornamental flowers: “Oh, they aren’t that good. Unlike flowers like narcissuses.” Another farmer 
of around 60 years old on a different occasion taught me about a practical aspect of rice flower in 
rice production or how rice acquires its ears under sunny days and how its flowers bloom around 
9am unless it rains (field note, August 26, 2011).  
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Photos 45 & 46: Small Flowers Blooming on Rice Paddy Ridges in Fukui District in late 
September, 2011 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Likewise, another local woman of about 70 years old responded to my question of 
whether she liked flowers on ridges and considered them beautiful, her response only referred to 
practical medicinal and edible values: “My stomach got better when I dried and decocted a 
purple flower and drank it….  I don’t get Japanese parsley from ridges applied with herbicides 
because something might happen. I get it from somewhere else” (interview, December 30, 2011). 
It used to be common to consume particular “wild” plants for food and medicine, which 
contemporary Japanese of younger generations rarely do. Otherwise, for the long-time locals, 
these plants would be mere “weeds” that command either no or negative affect and deserve 
either disregard or elimination (as a part of weed cutting). Historically, deriving from Chinese 
thoughts, a variety of academic schools and publications disseminated the ideas of close 
relationship among food, health, the human body, and the natural/social worlds, especially since 
the 18th century (Harada 2000). A longer tradition of using wild plants and animal organs as 
medicine had been common. This regime of knowledge, however, has been losing in its grip in 
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the mainstream Japanese population, as modern medicine, often incorporating the above 
knowledge on medicinal effects of plants, can be easily purchased by the now mostly affluent 
population and prescribed by the modern medical system in recent decades. One could also see 
these as two instances of what Raymond Williams (1977:122) called a “residual” culture or 
knowledge which people often continue to practice that is no longer prevalent or dominant. 
 In addition, I note two other ways in which conventional farmers in Itoshima treat 
“weeds” in socio-natural relationships of modern conventional farming that includes the 
“environmental conservation agriculture” regime. First, conventional farmers “positively” enroll 
“weeds” into their farming if they are deemed to facilitate productivity and farm work. It occurs 
when their roots can help hold the soil on farm ridges together and prevent them from erosion. 
Farmers are usually careful not to apply herbicides on ridges which could wither “weeds” 
altogether to their roots. One farmer from an adjacent district, Dainyū, joked (but half-seriously) 
that he was thinking about applying Monsanto’s Round Up herbicides on his rice paddy ridges, 
instead of using a weed cutter, because their visible performance to eliminate and control 
“weeds” for a long time saves labor and time (herbicide applications often happen for the lack of 
laboring hands)(field note, June 5, 2011). This practical rationale is one way in which 
conventional farmers negotiate with under the modern agriculture “productivist” regime of 
technology and efficiency. As Une (Kankyō Inasaku Kekyū Kai 2002:15-20) says, a label on a 
given herbicide bottle lists names of weeds that particular herbicides blight, as if no plants except 
rice should grow in and around rice paddies although only a handful of non-rice plants are 
possibly harmful to rice production. 
 Second, too many weeds sticking out of rice plants can cause embarrassment for farmers 
whose rice paddies are supposed to be without weeds (Photo 47). The head of the Fukui farmer 
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cooperative jokingly compared the condition of rice paddies in 2011 to the one in the late 2000s 
when one prominent kind of rice paddy weeds, Japanese millet, covered rice paddies. In 2011, 
when I conducted a fieldwork, he and his colleagues were very pleased that there were few 
Japanese millets. But, in the late 2000s, someone mocked what he was growing a few years ago 
because the weeds covered about 20% of rice paddies. He attributed the paucity of weeds in 
2011 to a new herbicide applied in coordination with an appropriate water depth and wind 
direction. It partly reflects the fact that conventional farmers change their pesticides every few 
years to overcome the development of resistance by pests and weeds. It also suggests that when 
herbicide packs were deposited into the water of rice paddies in 2011, there was no strong wind 
that carried the chemical agents downwind or to only one side of rice paddies, thereby 
diminishing their effects in the other parts of rice paddies. The effectiveness can be also 
attributed to the understanding that shallow water in a rice paddy may reduce the ability to 
prevent weed growth (field note, June 15 and August 5, 2011). That is, he competently used one 
of the conventional farmer’s tools, a herbicide, in time and space to restrain the growth of 
Japanese millet, an edible plant, so as to attain the kind of a landscape in line with what “good 
farmers” are supposed to display in their farmlands. 
[Fukui farmer cooperative head]: …It’s surprising that there aren’t many Japanese 
millets this year. [With a smile on his face] A few years ago, I was asked “what 
are you growing? Rice? Japanese millets?” because about 20% was Japanese 
millets. I think the new herbicide is working this year. It was working because I 
filled up with deep water and it was white in downwind. 
[Another farmer in his 50s]: I don’t see Japanese millets this year! (field note, 
August 5, 2011). 
 
Yet, herbicides are often not used in proper relationships with water and winds, or they simply 
fail to work. Unmaintained weeds inside rice paddies can then get stuck in harvest machines. A 
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new conventional farmer in his early 40s shared with me his experience of herbicides that, for 
example, he was scolded because he did not weed out by hands: 
…There are weeds that grow despite herbicides. That’s why we have to weed 
them out. Some weeds successfully compete against rice, and they get stuck in a 
rice harvester and cause a machine breakdown. I was scolded last year…(field 
note, June 19, 2011). 
 
As early as in 1909, a farm calendar that specified farming tasks in particular seasons, stipulated 
that weeding before weeds become overgrown was a good farmers’ duty. “…Keep in mind to 
weed before it gets thick because struggling to weed is farmers’ shame” (Inagaki and Miyake 
1909:70). These “weeds” either must be or should be eliminated or trimmed in a particular 
temporality and spatiality in a “successful” conventional farmers’ socio-natural networks. 
 
 
Photo 47: Grey-Top “Weeds” Growing Taller Than Rice Plants in Fukui District in 2010 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Hence, the farmers and other long-time locals have practiced knowledge of flowers and 
other plants by categorizing and interacting with them in particular ways under historically 
overlapping knowledge regimes under the contemporary “environmental conservation 
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agriculture” regime. In the process, they have (re-)territorialized spaces of farming, 
entertainment, and “ordinariness.” That is, the knowledge regimes of ornamental flowers, 
“weeds,” and medicinal plants have historically been employed by the government and 
intellectual projects and have been appropriated by the locals to create particular sets of material 
relationships in Fukui district. On the other hand, certain plants and flowers have been rendered 
insignificant by these institutionalized knowledge regimes so that they have been at the margin 
of the farming and living spaces. Finally, these historically overlapping knowledge regimes have 
been in alignment with the modern “productivist” agricultural regimes in Japan. It is so to the 
extent that they have either contributed to the continuation of farming by using particular flowers 
as both entertainment for visitors and then fertilizers or have not challenged the agro-
environmental regimes, as in the practical contribution of “weeds’” roots on ridges and 
“indigenous” flowers.  
 
Governmental Agriculture Policy and Une’s Neo-Agrarian Project 
 
 In the last section, I examine Une’s neo-agrarian project in relation to the national 
governmental “environmental conservation agriculture” regime and its socio-historical 
underpinnings in order to demonstrate its particularities. I argue that the national governmental 
programs, based on the ecological modernization paradigm, only partially aligned with Une’s 
project which challenges the (ecological) modernization paradigm by selectively appropriating 
the agrarian thoughts that were developed in the late 19th and early 20th centuries Japan and 
Western Europe. This means Une’s project only partially aligns with the regime of modern 
agriculture and environmental conservation agriculture in the last few decades in Japan, as partly 
suggested by his and his colleagues’ appropriation from the German case that indicated the 
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ecological modernization. The rise of his neo-agrarianism since the 1970s, moreover, paralleled 
a number of similar forces that gave rise to the agrarianism one century ago, including 
governmental decentralization and modernization programs in rural areas and romanticization of 
the past and the rural. Une’s neo-agrarianism additionally shares an understanding of the 
“nation” with the contemporary national government and the agrarianist thought in the late 19th 
century and early 20th century Japan. Part of this analysis in a sub-section below will involve my 
post-structural interrogation of Une’s conceptualization of farmers’ view on nature that is a-
historical and “nationalized” as “Japanese” that emerged in the same period about one century 
ago and became hegemonic in Japan. 
 It is tempting to see a close and direct relationship of the “Agriculture’s Blessings” to the 
new national policy, Agricultural Land, Water, and the Environment Preservation and 
Improvement Policy (2007-2011), because of some overlaps, such as the bug investigation in 
both programs. This can be discernible from the fact that Une and other farmers had a good 
meeting on this matter with the Minister of Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries (MAFF) in June 
2003 (Satō 2008:178). In August 2003, the minister officially put forth broad directions of this 
new national policy to be implemented from 2007 (Nakaya 2007:365, 383). At the same time, I 
note again here that the MAFF already had a similar citizen (if not farmer) bug investigation 
program with the Ministry of the Environment since 2001, and their incorporation of 
“multifunctionality” and “biodiversity” had been occurring for some time. Yet, such 
incorporation was balanced by their consideration of economic competitiveness of agriculture in 
the face of incessant international free trade pressures. Thus, the government agricultural policy 
has encouraged farmers to enlarge farms and modernize infrastructure and other agricultural 
technologies. The ministry essentially promotes the idea of ecological modernization by 
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balancing the two potentially conflicting economic and ecological interests (Nakaya 2007:363). 
That is, it is to promote ecological interests when they are not deemed in conflict with economic 
ones in essentially industrial farming (it is important to note that the reverse is not the case in that 
this relationship is not about promoting economic interests when not conflicting with ecological 
interests). An MAFF employee in charge of this national Nōchi, Mizu, Kankyō Hozen Kōjō 
Taisaku (Agricultural Land, Water, and the Environment Preservation and Improvement Policy) 
program explained this logic in 2006 (Nakaya 2007:363, 381). He specifically discussed why 
trimming rice paddy ridges with weed cutters, rather than applying herbicides to wither weeds, 
makes both economic and ecological senses. The main purpose of the task is, according to him, 
to prevent “harmful bugs” from emerging in weeds on ridges and entering farm fields. If one 
prioritizes labor efficiency, one would use herbicides to wither weeds. Yet, that creates a 
distasteful landscape for tourists who may be turned away by the sight. Similarly, the use of 
herbicides would likely erode the soil held together by roots of those weeds. Thus, financially 
supporting farmers to trim weeds on ridges by weed cutters without herbicides is a good policy. 
 On the other hand, Une’s project of “biodiversity” and “environmental de-coupling” goes 
beyond the logic of ecological modernization, as suggested in the previous chapter. His project 
decenters the market and modernist logic in agriculture. Instead, it foregrounds the importance of 
those basic farm tasks and accompanying multi-dimensional human and non-human agencies 
that do not translate easily into monetary values or quantitative measures, such as labor time and 
productivity, which have been at the crux of modern agriculture. In this context, he highlights the 
joy of work and other mundane aspects of work, such as the time it takes for farmer to often stop 
cutting weeds with an electric weed-cutter temporarily because they do not want to cut frogs that 
are jumping out in surprise (it would be “less efficient” in modern agriculture)(Une 2010a:176-
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81). While these aspects of human and non-human agencies have been either taken for granted or 
disregarded, they are critical in fostering material and symbolic cultures, including spirituality, 
landscapes, and embodied ordinary village life experiences. Thus, the Japanese citizens should, 
in his view, support those tasks and farmer-produced landscapes and crops, for example, with 
taxes. Moreover, he frames his neo-agrarianism as a “fundamentalist” thought for one’s lifestyle 
(ikikata) against particular forms of modernist ideas and practices (see below) even at the cost of 
self-sacrifice (Une 2010a:67). He defines “fundamentalism” as “a thought to embrace something 
more important than one’s life and to live” (Une 2010a:62). 
 Likewise, the government’s program participation requirement for a minimum, yet 
substantial farmland size in a local district to receive any subsidy also excludes small farmers 
who cannot solicit others in their community to qualify. The government’s rationale is to 
encourage large farm sizes for economic efficiency. On the contrary, Une’s project as specified 
in the 2003 pamphlet to the MAFF does not privilege farmers who cultivate large tracts of 
farmlands:  
…Not to mention, this policy never restrict who can participate, such as semi-
mountainous areas or agricultural promotion area. All agricultural land and 
farmers can participate. Nor do we make any distinctions, such as full-time, part-
time, small-scale, and large-scale because this policy values and maintains 
“agriculture” that creates natural environment, not conventional money-oriented 
production (Nō to Shizen no Kenkyū Jo 2003:4). 
 
However, this requirement of the size was made not just in the national Agricultural Land, Water, 
and the Environment Preservation and Improvement Policy program, but also in the 
“Agriculture’s Blessings” program by Fukuoka prefecture, in which Une was deeply involved. 
 Moreover, Une promotes food self-sufficiency. He supports the Japanese government and 
dominant conceptualization of raising national food sufficiency, but his idea transcends it by 
243 
 
rearticulating the historical origin of food self-sufficiency. He argues that food and farming 
should not be seen as a market-based commodity to be exchanged based on price, which 
supposedly increases one’s food “choices.” He interrogates the rationale of how farmers have to 
sell their domestically produced food as “cheap, safe, and tasty,” therefore a “good choice” (Une 
2010a:57). Instead, he suggests that the Japanese reconnect food and the concept of self-
sufficiency with a fuller life process and material relations that produce food in the first place:    
Food self-sufficiency was in fact self-sufficiency of agriculture, self-sufficiency 
of villages, self-sufficiency of nature, self-sufficiency of families, self-sufficiency 
of play, joys, and sometimes sorrows, that is, self-sufficiency of life. That was 
self-sufficiency of patriotism (love of hometown) and nationalism (love of the 
nation) that emanate from the local. But, when we chose food as the 
representative of “self-sufficiency,” we no longer see the other parts. 
 Before the ascendance of the market (shijō bannō shugi), we had taken for 
granted all other aspects of self-sufficiency besides food. We have been able to 
argue about “self-sufficiency” of food separate from others only since food has 
lost intimate connections with the previously mentioned world, and only since we 
have been able to “choose.” 
  Originally, self-sufficiency meant harshness that did not allow “choice.” 
There, people accepted it to enjoy living. They did not have to make up their 
minds, get confused, or get their desires to be aroused. The inability to “choose” 
cannot beat the freedom for no need to choose. They did not need to say, “eat 
domestically and locally produced food.”  
 There are farmers who have tried to propose such freedom, fun, and joy to 
the Japanese… (Une 2010a:58). 
 
Attempting to construct such a lifestyle with a national scale in mind, he has most recently 
encouraged others to excavate the value of a “mere scenery” (tada no fūkei) of mundane and 
ordinary village landscapes in order to tell a story to enroll more people into his agrarian project 
(Nō to Shizen no Kenkyūjo 2010). His nationalized communitarian project is partly a reaction to 
increasing food import that has undermined Japanese agriculture and food self-sufficiency for 
decades. It is also shaped by a historical practice of the nation-state. It creates national 
boundaries where parts of nationalized places in varying degrees of distance to each other and 
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with varying histories (e.g., Hokkaidō in the north which became part of Japan through 
colonization in the late 19th century and Okinawa in the south near Taiwan which became part of 
Japan in the same era) become a part of the same community and invite social solidarity as 
equals of the same nation (Anderson [1983]1991). That is, nationalized places, such as China 
and Korea, outside the national geography of Japan, are geographically closer to Fukuoka where 
Une lives, and they often used to have closer relationships before the rise of nation-states. But, 
those places outside “Japan” have not had the same level of affinity as the rest of the Japanese 
nation despite the fact that parts of “Japan” are geographically farther away and were relatively 
recently incorporated into “Japan” (e.g., Hokkaidō in the north which became part of Japan 
through colonization in the late 19th century and Okinawa in the south near Taiwan which 
became part of Japan in the same era). He succinctly puts forth this logic of the national: 
I think nationalism is important. When we hear “domestic production,” we think 
about the people who produced it as well as the atmospheres of villages and towns 
of food production. I want “self-sufficiency” to be like that. I envision the reason 
for self-sufficiency is not because “it’s cheap,” but because we value the national 
(Une 2010a:59). 
 
This nationalism is also implicit in his thesis of neo-agrarianism: “…The fact is that ‘Farmers’ 
work produces the natural environment of Japan,’ and therefore the reality is that ‘rice paddies 
and vegetables fields are the most sizable and intimate natural environment in Japan,’ and the 
conclusion is that ‘we must protect farmers’ work in order to protect the natural environment’” 
(Une 2010a:71). 
 Yet, Une insists that his neo-agrarianist nationalism is different from the national 
government’s nationalism (2010a:60). That is because the government puts primacy on money 
and economics and instructs patriotism as a nation-state through education, songs, and creating a 
“beautiful country” to arrest the globalizing economy beyond the nation-state. He implies, 
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however, that his nationalism refers to an a-historical descriptive of a “national” community of 
people because he does not question how that “national” came into existence in the first place, 
particularly in the late 19th century for ordinary inhabitants inside the “national” territory (or 
increasingly an imperial one)(Lie 2001:111-41). Indeed, I argue that the national government’s  
conceptualization underscores Une’s neo-agrarian project, precisely because his “national” 
project takes advantage of those pre-existing ideas of the nation and promotes the nationalized 
concept around farming, farmers, food, and the landscapes. His idea of “national” solidarity 
would not have been possible before the arrival of the modern Japanese state in the late 19th 
century that inculcated the idea of the nation in its subjects.   
 Furthermore, Une consciously and selectively appropriates ideas from the late 19th and 
early 20th century agrarianism (Nōhon Shugi) in Japan, whose varying practices emerged in the 
waves of similar agrarian crises and rural unrests in the midst of the rapid industrialization and 
westernization, widening urban-rural economic gaps, and wars (Funato 2009; Gluck 1985:178-
97; Long 2012; Une 2010a:40-76; Vlastos 1998). Largely theorized by non-farmer intellectuals 
from the political left to the right, yet appropriated by many farmers, the modern agrarianist 
thought highlighted and even idealized the fundamental importance of multi-dimensional 
agrarian life for anyone in society. Une’s conceptualization of how farmers create farmlands, 
landscapes, and biodiversity follows the agrarianist vision of farmers’ intimate relationship with 
nature, including plants and animals (Vlastos 1998:86). Other aspects included the importance of 
diligence and spirituality, localism and mutual help, self-governance, and individual families as a 
basic unit for the nation-state (Fukui 2011:61-62; Funato 2009:21). Like Une’s neo-agrarianism, 
farmers were encouraged to unleash their own authentic artistic creativities based on their 
spirituality and daily experiences for better quality of life and as an income source (Long 2012).  
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 Une has referred to Kenji Miyazawa’s (1896-1933) 1926 thesis on farmers’ art since his 
first self-published booklet in 1984 (Une 1984) and even reprinted it in 2011 with his brief 
discussion about how what his organization tried to accomplish paralleled Miyazawa’s in many 
respects (Miyazawa 2011). Miyazawa was a graduate of Tokyo Imperial University, poet, and 
writer of children’s books, and he became a part-time farmer in his last years in his hometown in 
northern Japan. He became nationally famous only posthumously.  
 Une quotes an entire section of Miyazawa’s brief and abstract thesis on the front page of 
his first booklet. The quote underscores Une’s points against “outside” views (e.g., 
modernization and science) and instead his support for foregrounding farmers’ own, often 
mundane, subjective experiences and farm tasks. That is because Miyazawa (2011:6-7) 
essentially said that farmers used to be creative, and that their work and life, shaped by religion, 
used to be joyful. But, the elites now monopolized the value of these creative practices, and 
objective science replaced religion in farming and farmer’s life. Miyazawa called for a revival of 
creativity that made work joyful, and he invited urbanites to join in the endeavor. Like Miyazawa, 
Une justifies “outside” intervention so long as these indigenous subjects regain their voices to 
speak for themselves about what they do and feel through the “art” of farming and story-telling 
(Miyazawa 2011:28). Like Miyazawa, Une’s forceful polemic simplifies a variety of ideas and 
situations while romanticizing the past so as to give potency to his argument (see also the next 
section).  
 It is crucial to note that the upsurge of agrarianism also manifested in a number of 
European countries in this era of the late 19th century and early 20th century, and the Japanese 
versions often appropriated ideas from them. Miyazawa, for example, drew some ideas from 
William Morris, Peter Kropotkin, and Leo Tolstoy (Long 2012:175, 177). Factions of 
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agrarianism, however, co-evolved with an emerging fascist movement, including assassinations 
and military revolts, in the early 20th century. Yet, Une’s neo-agrarianism (Shin Nōhon Shugi) is 
decidedly anti-authoritarian, similar to some factions of agrarianism, in that his anti-modern 
“fundamentalism” (genri shugi) is about one’s “lifestyle” or “way of life” (ikikata) and not to 
force onto others (Une 2010a:65). He has not forced his thinking onto farmers besides 
encouraging government policies that nudge them into his vision, as examined above. 
 It is no accident that Une’s conceptualization of self-governance, a form of decentralized 
regime, similarly parallels the development of similar schools of thought and movements since 
the late 1960s in many parts of the world, including Japan, including New Age and decentralized 
forms of authority (Funato 2009:18). Indeed, I often heard the importance of one’s way of life 
(ikikata), or if one follows one’s ideals irrespective of what other people say, everything else will 
follow, from natural farming practitioners in Itoshima. It is to be noted, moreover, that the 
agrarianist thought in the late 19th and early 20th centuries also developed in the similar context 
of central government-initiated localism, as discussed in the previous chapter about the 
decentralization in the last several decades. The central government deemed a particular form of 
“self-governance” necessary to better govern and control local villagers and farmers from Tokyo 
(Gluck 1985:191). Local agricultural associations were formed in 1899, and the Home Ministry 
initiated the Local Improvement Movement (chihō kairyō undō) in 1909 to better manage village 
financially, conduct moral education (e.g., honesty, diligence, and communal cooperation) and 
custom reform, among other aims (Gluck 1985:190, 197). Hence, farmers were organized and 
mobilized at the village level, thereby unintentionally creating organizational and moral bases for 
agrarianism to varying degrees. 
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 Thus, the way Une’s neo-agrarianism conceptualizes and territorializes socio-natures 
only partially aligns with the latest national government’s regime of socio-natures in farmlands 
and farm communities since the 1980s (“environmental conservation agriculture”). Yet, they 
shared an understanding and importance of the “nation” in saving agriculture. I also suggested 
historical parallels to the agrarian thoughts and the contexts in which they emerged. In the 
following section, I will argue how Une’s neo-agrarianism’s underlying view on farmers’ 
understanding of nature is in fact the dominant view of nationalized “traditional” nature since the 
late 19th century, and it is another reason why his idea and projects, such as the “Agriculture’s 
Blessings,” did not face strong oppositions, despite anti-modern neo-agrarianism’s radical 
implications. 
 
Yutaka Une’s Farmers’ and Japanese Views on the Natural Landscape 
 
 In this last substantive section of the chapter, I would like to enrich the analysis of these 
shifting regimes of socio-natural relationships in farmlands by critically examining the 
assumptions of Une’s account of Japanese farmers’ view on farmlands and natural landscapes in 
their communities. I suggest that his understanding of the “traditionally Japanese” view is 
historically recent and intellectually particular in its origin, yet it has been productive in 
performing a nationalized project of socio-natures vis-à-vis the “West,” which has been the 
primary Other since the late 19th century in Japan (Une 2010a:284-92). He nationalized the neo-
agrarian project to jibe well with this conceptualization of nature in a national discursive terrain 
that emerged in a particular historical context. This is one reason why his neo-agrarian project 
has attracted a variety of “nationalized” human actors in Japan. 
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 Une argues that farmers have grasped the socio-natural landscape in farmlands from 
“inside,” as opposed to “outside” by tourists and scientists. That is, the ordinariness of the “mere 
scenery” of the farm landscape does not strike farmers as something special to be noted other 
than for their subjective feelings related to their work or material livelihood. For instance, 
farmers feel satisfied with their work if their farmlands and crops look good. Farmers see the 
sunset to think about tomorrow’s weather and work plan. Indeed, one farmer in her 80s told me 
whether she thought the sunset is beautiful: “Well, it’s like it was a good weather today. How 
about the weather tomorrow? That’s about it.” (interview, December 11, 2011). Only 
“outsiders,” such as scientists and (urban) tourists, can notice specialness of the banal scenery of 
farmlands as “beautiful” or something extraordinary. As an analogy, Une talks about a crucian 
carp in a pond to illustrate his point. A carp can only see the matters inside the pond, such as 
water, the mud at the bottom, or other living creatures inside the pond. It is the kind of ordinary 
sight farmers see in their daily landscapes. However, the crucian carp may be able to see the 
pond, if it decides to come out of the pond. It would never do it. Likewise, farmers would 
unlikely acquire the view from “outside” about their own landscapes. 
 It is very interesting to note that Une extends his logic in time to argue that the farmers’ 
view on nature is something the Japanese as a whole used to share before the Meiji era in the late 
19th century (Une 2010a:34, 285, 288). The late 19th century was when, Une argues, the 
contemporary word, “nature” (or shizen) in Japanese, was newly coined to express an imported 
idea from the “West” (seiyō) because there had been no precise equivalent term in Japanese. 
Since then, in Une’s view, the “translation from above” (e.g., intellectuals, media, the 
government) gradually shifted the Japanese view of nature from “inside” to “outside” by 
understanding this new object objectively, rationally, abstractly, and scientifically. Following 
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Yanabu’s well-cited study of the Japanese translation of this term in the late 19th century 
([1977]1995), Une (2010b:45) says the original view of nature’s beauty in the “West” was that it 
was because God created it, which is a view from the “outside.” At the same time, Une 
acknowledges that the world has changed now so that farmers in Japan do need to look at the 
ordinary farmlands also from the “outside” and to provide stories of their own phenomenological 
and affective engagement with the ordinary nature in farmlands for the nation. That is because 
such scientific and affective stories are necessary now to convince the nation regarding why tax-
funded farmland preservation is important. That is to say, this is Une’s political agenda of neo-
agrarianism to maintain farms and farm life in Japan. 
 Yet, this neat and culturalist dichotomy of farmers/Japanese/subjective/traditional or pre-
modern vs. scientists-tourists/West/rational or abstract/modern misses complexities and hides its 
political performativity. Take, for example, the heterogeneity of philosophies of and practices 
with nature within each category and changes over time even before the late 19th century, as also 
discussed previously. One 17th century neo-Confucian notion of kaibutsu, for example, 
understood “nature” as natural resources or “objects” to be extracted and developed. The 
development of a school of thought, honsōgaku, in the same period to classify herbs for 
medicinal uses is another way in which the dichotomy does not hold.  
 The binary in fact resembles hegemonic thought since the 1890s in Japan when “nature” 
became acculturated and simultaneously localized and nationalized with a connotation of its 
timelessness or a-historicity. The seeming internal coherence of this idea in the late 19th century 
came to be performed, as in Une’s case, in partial opposition to “Western” nature which was 
understood as “external” and an “object.” It took shape during a crisis of national identity in the 
251 
 
late 19th century and early 20th century, similar to the insecure condition of national identity in 
the last several decades in Japan (Suzuki 2007:771; Thomas 2001:170-76, 181, 186-87). 
 Similarly, the binary underemphasizes heterogeneities and historical changes inside the 
“West.” Environmental historian, Carolyn Merchant (2005:41-53), for example, talks about the 
conceptualization of the Earth as a living organism much like humans, especially mothers, with 
bodily functions, during the European Renaissance. Such an understanding, Merchant argues, 
had constrained human exploitation of the Earth before the rise of modern capitalism and science 
which rendered the earth inert, to be manipulated and exploited from outside for human benefit, 
especially profits. Scarce evidence prevents analysis of how ordinary “Westerners” have 
historically viewed their surroundings, including whether the supposed “outside” view on nature, 
as Une might argue, has precluded the sense of the ordinariness, much like how the 
contemporary conventional farmers in Japan make sense of their mundane environment. Yet, the 
culturalist approach simplifies actual and varying practices, as occurred during the “Agriculture’s 
Blessings” program among many farmers. For example, a group of farmers created a biotope and 
showcased it for local children and consumers while other farmers merely learned the existence 
of rice paddy bugs they were previously unaware of. Likewise, scientists and urbanites 
supposedly with the “outside” view of nature may take for granted their immediate mundane 
nature (e.g., “weeds” or moss) in the backyard or on a street (i.e., their daily spheres). Une’s 
scheme cannot adequately account for the variations.  
 Again, what Une’s scheme tries to accomplish is to create a nationalized coherence to the 
human-non-human relationships in opposition to those of the “West” and to synchronize it to the 
hegemonic idea in Japan in order to promote his neo-agrarian project. Instead, I argue that it is 
better to understand these farmers’ cognitive and practical engagement with farmland nature as 
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manifestations of overlapping and temporarily aligned historically specific knowledge regimes of 
nature and agriculture in Japan (Table 5 in Chapter 2 and Table 9 in Conclusion Chapter). Much 
like Agrawal’s (2005) “environmentality,” knowledge regimes get disseminated and practiced 
through institutional means and discourses, such as a variety of governmental agencies and 
farmer organizations. Under each hegemonic knowledge regime, moreover, previously 
hegemonic or other knowledge regimes can remain at the margin, as in the Raymond William’s 
concept of “residual.”  
 Finally, one implication of this analysis is that, on the one hand, it may be more difficult 
to carve out a national(ized) political project like Une’s because of its emphasis on historical 
change as well as internal and situational heterogeneity. On the other hand, it is easier to 
critically examine the seeming inevitability or a-historicity of different eco-agricultural 
governmental regimes of knowledge. With such an analysis, one could still form a loose 
coalition of different groups, including transnational ones, in the face of neoliberalizing trade 
regime that farmers face worldwide in a variety of ways. Besides the ethic of localism, it may not 
be coincidental that Une’s organization did not interact much with similar organizations in other 
countries, as if it was not relevant. 
 
Conclusion 
 
 In this final substantive chapter, I examined two aspects of socio-natures in farmlands of 
Itoshima. First, my analysis of the 2007-2011 national policy, Nōchi, Mizu, Kankyō Hozen Kōjō 
Taisaku (Agricultural Land, Water, and the Environment Preservation and Improvement Policy), 
clearly indicated the ecological modernization assumptions regarding incorporating ecological 
interests when they do not hinder economic or productivist interests. The Fukui district’s choice 
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of planting ornamental flowers suggested their very tenuous relationships with rice paddy 
creatures that they experienced through the “Agriculture’s Blessings” program. It also confirmed 
their continuation of their practice of improving their “living environment” while entertaining 
customers to the farmer’s market where many of the local farmers sell their crops at. On the 
other hand, more mundane and ordinary flowers did not receive any special attention unless they 
had practical usefulness as a part of farming (e.g., rice flowers) or medicine. These discourses 
and practices either did not challenge or did get aligned with the “environmental conservation 
agriculture” linked with rural revitalization and tourist projects by the governments. 
 Second, I deconstructed Une’s neo-agrarian project in regard to its conceptual and 
historical particularities. His radical project which only partially aligned with the national 
“environmental conservation agriculture” regime had assumptions of the nation and nature that 
paralleled the socio-historical contexts of the rise of agrarianism in the late 19th century and early 
20th century. The purpose was not to invalidate his political project, but rather to open up other 
political possibilities for transnational alliances in the face of transnational neoliberalism. For 
this project, a more specific understanding of socio-natures in farmlands, rather than the a-
historical nationalized framing, may facilitate an understanding of similar circumstances across 
transnational borders due to neoliberal forces while acknowledging localized contexts in which 
farmers and their communities farm and live, somewhat similar to the transnational coalition of 
La Vía Campesina that has organized against transnational neoliberal agriculture with the 
concept of national “food sovereignty” that respects small farmers and culturally appropriate 
food (Desmarais 2007). 
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CHAPTER 6 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
 
Thesis Summary 
 
 In my dissertation, I argued that the relationships of embodied human actors, discourses, 
and institutions (transnational relations, science, logics of agricultural policy, farming 
technologies)(that is, a “regime”) around socio-natures of rice paddies, have shifted over time, 
yet some parts have remained unchanged, if in the margins. To explain these forms and shifts, 
one has to take into account a variety of relationships, including non-human actors, social 
networks, political economies, geopolitics (colonialism and war), and international relations as 
well as domestic political priorities and the Tokyo-provincial relationships (Table 9 below). In 
particular, the regimes of agriculture in the post-Japanese empire have been constituted by 
particular relationships among pesticides, fertilizers, and rice paddy insects and plants. In this 
dissertation, I provided a case study of conventional farmers in Itoshima, Fukuoka, especially 
through the two contemporary governmental programs on rice paddy creatures and flower 
planting in and around rice paddies to make the argument. I utilized a number of theoretical and 
conceptual tools to facilitate my analysis, including political ecology, actor-network theory 
(materiality and practices), “regimes” and “projects,” productivism/post-productivism, and (post-
) phenomenological understanding of embodiment and senses. Let me recap my main points and 
argument below. I will also address to what extent the environmental conservation agriculture 
regime may have been neoliberal. Then, I will end with a discussion about my vision of the 
“environmentally sustainable agriculture” combined with transnational social justice that I noted 
in Chapter 1. 
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 Until the late 19th century, the dominance of herbalist discourse, which traveled partly 
through farming instruction books, held that bugs in general naturally emerged from moisture in 
farm fields to damage crops, such as rice. To handle these bugs, some farmers in Fukuoka waded 
into rice paddies and used technologies such as a whale oil and a bamboo broom to suffocate the 
bugs after these insects appeared en masse. They also resorted to amulets and rituals with a hope 
to avoid pest damages in a coming crop season. Yet, after the official “opening” of Japan to the 
major Western powers in the 1860s and through the subsequent process to become an empire, the 
Japanese government’s decision to employ Western science to govern agriculture also shifted, if 
unevenly, farmers’ understanding and relationships to certain bugs. The new scientific rationale 
and governmental institutions now categorized these insects as “harmful” and understood their 
emergence in a natural scientific framework of that time. But, one new method to preempt “pest” 
bug (stem borers) emergence required coercive enforcement measures from the governmental 
and local village officials because it required substantial labor and time investment for farmers 
who resisted the directive. Only a new technology to reduce such investment elicited the 
cooperation from farmers and enabled a transition to a new pest management regime. As the 
continuation of amulets and seasonal rituals up to the 1990s in some locations suggests, however, 
the scientific understanding of bugs co-existed with the religious understanding and practices for 
many farmers (the latter as “residual” practices). 
 The defeat of the Japanese empire in the mid-20th century took away its transnational 
food acquisition sources, such as rice, primarily in its former colonies and devastated its food 
production capacity of the mainland of the Japanese empire. Under the direct and indirect 
supervision of the United States, the Japanese government launched an agricultural regime 
specifically with synthetic pesticides and agricultural machinery to increase food production and 
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to generate farm labor surplus to be absorbed into cities. A series of government policies, 
government agencies, such as the government extension office in Fukuoka prefecture, and local 
and national farmer cooperative organizations to which virtually all conventional farmers 
belonged all collaborated to produce what I called “nature-subduing agriculture.” The regime 
partly accepted liberalization of a number of commodities for import, such as wheat, while 
protecting some others, such as rice and vegetables, from import competition. Collective 
pesticide applications sometimes with the use of helicopters, rice planting machine’s 
specification for a smaller and thinner rice seedlings, and crop calendars for specific farm tasks, 
including instructions for pesticide applications, all facilitated the centralization of pesticide 
applications over rice paddies, irrespective of actual needs for individual rice paddies, in the 
1950s through the 1980s. These new socio-technical relationships as well as other technologies 
that shielded farmers from the soil and hard work, such as rubber boots and gloves, also 
lengthened the physical and social distances between farmers and rice plants. “Good farmers” 
were able to control “harmful bugs” and weeds with all the modern technologies and guidance 
from above to produce highest quantity and later highest quality of crops. 
 Yet, pesticides, as non-human actors, poisoned farmers and food over time which then 
gradually prompted some consumers and conventional farmers to question parts of the regime. 
By the mid-1950s, the toxicity of pesticides began to be lowered to reduce acute effects on 
humans, the environment, and food. In the late 1970s, Yutaka Une, then a government extension 
employee in Fukuoka prefecture, began to experiment with reduced pesticide use in rice paddies, 
with other conventional farmers often in his young generation. They realized not only the non-
necessity of the previous pesticide application practices, but also how the ecology of bugs in rice 
paddies helped keep “harmful bugs” in check. The term, “beneficial bugs,” and an old saying 
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about rice paddy ecology (“Let summer plant hoppers (white-backed plant hoppers) be a 
fertilizer” [quoted in Satō 2008:52]) were resurrected from the past to bolster their project not to 
kill off natural enemies of “harmful bugs” unnecessarily with pesticides. They also realized that 
the most numerous “mere bugs” in rice paddies that are neither “harmful” nor “beneficial” to rice 
production maintain the rice paddy ecology. What made these observations possible, however, 
was to invent a “bug board” to visualize and count those bugs in rice paddies. This “immutable 
mobile” technology was soon mass manufactured to become mobile and durable (plastic, as 
opposed to cloth originally made out of an old student uniform) for other farmers to experiment 
and shorten their distance from rice paddies and bugs (Latour 1986). Several other non-human 
actors in rice paddies, including channeled apple snails (which have been considered to be 
“harmful”), were likewise enrolled to enable the high productivity of rice paddies while reducing 
pesticide use. These grassroots farmers’ movement similarly relied on the emerging science of 
bug ecology in farmlands in the 1970s. It was Integrated Pest Management (IPM) that had 
alerted Une to look for the importance of natural enemies in rice paddies. At the same time, it did 
not deny the use of synthetic chemical pesticides or “productivist” agriculture. Thus, an actor-
network of a variety of human and non-human actors (e.g., the “bug board” and bugs) shaped the 
making of farmers’ knowledge about farm ecology and farming practices. 
 Especially since the 1980s, the international “free trade” pressure and continuing 
consumer concerns for food safety and quality compelled the Japanese national government to 
initiate “environmental conservation agriculture” since the mid-1980s. It involved the discourse 
of multifunctional agriculture that mainly targeted to reduce pesticide and chemical fertilizer use 
to nurture soil fertility and produce “safe” and tasty food, especially rice, which became a main 
target of trade liberalization. The regime similarly incorporated a particular form of organic 
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fertilizers for “productivist” reasons, such as higher productivity of the soil and its materiality of 
the pellet form to manufacture, transport, and handle easily, in contrast to compost. Likewise, the 
regime incorporated a “productivist” form of organic agriculture that reduced “environmental 
negatives” and its farmers who were able to and willing to purchase the official label. Such 
evidence points to why the clear distinction between productivism and post-productivism is not 
possible. Post-productivist practices of farm tourism and education for local school children, 
food safety and flavors for consumers (as below), and the environment did not replace 
produtivist practices of efficiency, higher crop outputs, and the use of synthetic chemical 
pesticides/fertilizers. Further, not all conventional farmers engaged in these practices of post-
productivism, as suggested by the relatively low national participation rates of “eco-farmers” and 
the 2007-2011 Agricultural Land, Water, and the Environment Preservation and Improvement 
Policy, thereby indicating uneven practices of “post-productivism” (Evans et al. 2002:316, 
Goodman 2004, and Watts and Goodman 1997:13-18). I also suggested that this focus on 
“environmental negatives” with technological means while promoting “productivism,” as 
observed in the “environmental conservation agriculture” regime, was the formula of the 
“ecological modernization” to balance between the economy and the ecology. Une’s neo-
agrarianism attempted to challenge this hegemony since the 1980s without much success.  
 Locally, moreover, in the context of growing grassroots conventional farmers’ movement 
to reconsider their relations to rice paddy bugs and creatures, a similar change occurred in 
Itoshima in the mid-1980s. The dramatic contrast of rice paddy pest damage difference between 
Itoshima county (without pesticide reduction) and adjacent Fukuoka city (with significant 
pesticide reduction) prompted a reconsideration of the previous pesticide practice by the farmer 
cooperative in Itoshima county and encouraged its member farmers to reduce pesticides, but still 
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be “productive” in their crop output. Moreover, the introduction of a new national governmental 
program to allow reduced pesticide rice for a premium price in 1987 enticed several conventional 
farmers in Fukui district to join in the early 1990s because of the economic benefits. 
 This concern for food safety or how synthetic chemicals attached to food caused health 
problems has similarly translated into stricter regulations of pesticide use for farmers over time. 
As suggested in my analysis of the 2003 pesticide law (effective since 2006) and its practices in 
Chapter 2 by a variety of mostly human actors, such as farmers, the farmer’s market in Fukui 
district,  the Itoshima farmer cooperative’s workshop, and particular forms of pesticide 
technology (e.g., spray application and powder format), it was primarily to address consumer 
concerns about pesticide residues rather than farmers’ health or pesticide wastes. By the time I 
conducted my fieldwork in 2010-2011, the discourse of “low/reduced pesticide” was 
commonplace to indicate “safety.” The conventional farmers in Itoshima accepted the legitimacy 
and effectiveness of pesticides in producing good quality crops while reducing losses 
(“productivism”). Part of this process was their willingness to follow the pesticide rules despite 
modest concerns about pesticide effects on their health. I suggested that this willingness reflected 
a number of factors, including the relative powerlessness of the conventional farmers in the food 
production-consumption chain and declining crop prices over time (with more competition with 
other farmer’s markets and other grocery outlets), their past experience of crop damages due to 
pests and diseases, the discourse of pesticide safety, and the reduction of acute pesticide 
poisoning that farmers could immediately experience. The ways in which pesticide residue 
standards were set and monitored by the government, its certified agencies, and retailers, such as 
farmer’s markets also produced the appearance of “food safety” despite potential long-term 
consequences for human and non-human health. One result, nonetheless, has been to continue 
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the synthetic pesticide-ridden regime of “environmental conservation agriculture.” I argue, 
following Gramsci and Hall, that this is how hegemony of pesticide-reliant productivism has 
been continually maintained (Ekers and Loftus 2008:704). Even Une does not challenge this 
hegemony of pesticide use per se. 
 Under this regime, a confluence of relationships culminated into the 2005-2007 
“Agriculture’s Blessings” program led by Une and other colleagues and administered by 
Fukuoka prefectural government. They included the relative decentralization of government 
from Tokyo especially since the late 1970s, the creation of the rural areas, including rice paddies 
(at least since the 1980s), as a space for leisure, abundant nature, and nostalgia since the 1960s, 
the rural village revitalization projects that resurrected the “traditional” and local specialties (e.g., 
“natural” features, such as hot springs), and the emerging consensus of the role of the “civil 
society” groups as a-political and pragmatic. Une and his academic colleagues also traveled to 
Germany in 2001, which is known for its “social democratic or social income support” form of 
agriculture, to emulate ways in which Germans created a national farm program to nurture 
farmland plants, bugs, and animals. Part of this process generated a national database and 
“average” of non-plant creatures in rice paddies, despite wide ranging conditions in rice paddies 
across the country or even in a given locality. The “averaged” national poster visually connected 
rice paddy creatures, farmers, and consumers, and it helped pitch the project to the national 
agricultural minister in Tokyo. I similarly suggested the “hybrid” nature of such knowledge on 
bugs based on IPM (itself hybrid and transnational), farmers’ knowledge through bug 
investigations, a government bureaucrat (Une) and other academics and government employees, 
and non-human actors, such as the bug board and charismatic species including brown rice 
hoppers and spiders. It has been incorporated into the national governmental program of bug 
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investigations without blending other ideas of neo-agrarianism that rejected productivism and 
“modern” capitalist life. 
 In this context, the agricultural agency of Fukuoka prefectural government cajoled 14 
administrative districts around the prefecture to investigate rice paddy creatures from 2005 to 
2007 while reducing pesticide use. My communication with eight district representatives 
suggested that those farmer groups in these districts had already reduced their pesticide use (one 
which was not among the eight districts was explicitly organic) and had maintained close 
relationships with local governmental agencies. These municipal agencies directly asked for 
farmers’ participation in exchange for a modest monetary compensation. A parallel relationships 
between governments and farmers also happened for conventional farmers’ participation in other 
programs, such as Specially Grown Rice in the late 1980s. Yet, at least Fukui district farmers 
took advantage of the program in part to continue to maintain their rice paddies for the next 
generation, as they did so by “modernizing” rice paddies and farmland infrastructure in the mid-
1990s to early 2000s.  
 The results appeared varied among the farmer groups I interviewed. In Fukui 
administrative district in Itoshima city, one of the participating districts, local community 
networks and a monetary interest were tapped to recruit eligible local residents for program 
participation. The participants were often surprised by small creatures they discovered, but had 
never paid attention to, by using tools, such as the “bug board.” Yet, this small affective surprise 
by the non-human actors did not translate into closer relationships between farmers and rice 
paddy bugs that had occurred for some other conventional farmers since the late 1970s in the 
reduced pesticide movement. Nor did the Fukui district farmers get enticed into neo-agrarian 
farming that Une had hoped for. Une tried to encourage farmers to craft personal stories about 
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farmland plants and creatures to attract consumer interests, thereby justifying government 
subsidies for the continuation of agricultural village life that has been in danger. At least one 
district constructed a bio-tope, or a place with a pond and plants that was intentionally converted 
from a rice paddy in order to nurture bugs, fish, and other creatures that emerge. This material 
space allowed a more durable human-non-human interactions through periodical events 
involving children and urban consumers.  
 In Fukui district, in contrast, the farmers translated their experience in the “Agriculture’s 
Blessing” program into a rice brand featuring a Shintō kagura figure that many played 
themselves partly as a local tourist attraction. I argued that a variety of changes had caused only 
a minimal farmer involvement in rice production in the first place, thereby reducing their 
incentives to actively participate in the program and beyond. These included the aging of farmers 
mostly in their 60s, rice paddy infrastructure consolidation and modernization (erasing 
individually demarcated plots), collectivization of rice production by the local farmer 
cooperative, and the introduction of the latest agricultural machinery. The heavy reliance on 
government subsidies and a regional consumer cooperative’s steady bulk rice purchase via the 
Fukui farmers’ parent farmer cooperative further curtailed incentives for alternative forms of 
agriculture that Une desired. The declining child population and changing children’s play space 
(into indoor) similarly did not provide an incentive to regain the kind of rice paddy biodiversity 
that these farmers used to experience as children and youths in the 1940s and 1950s. The 
construction of the rural space as “environmentally rich” in relation to urban areas in the last 
several decades, I argued, likewise facilitated a sense of being content with the current 
configurations in rice paddies and the rural village because urbanites have been attracted to the 
imaginary rural space, such as Fukui district, despite its numerous changes, such as pollution, the 
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reduction of rice paddy creatures, and farmland abandonment in rural spaces in the latter half of 
the twentieth century.  
 Furthermore, the national governmental program called “Agricultural Land, Water, and 
the Environment Preservation and Improvement Policy” (2007-2011) succeeded the previous 
“Agriculture’s Blessings” by the Fukuoka prefecture. It had options to engage in rice paddy 
creature investigations, but Fukui district leadership chose the option of planting ornamental 
flowers around the center of their district where visitors and consumers pass through and shop at 
the farmer’s market. As in so many other districts that chose this most popular option, their sense 
of the “environment” was the “living environment” for their daily lives. As performed 
historically in this district and elsewhere nationwide, the people collectively engaged in cleaning 
up streets and planting ornamental flowers for beautification of their neighborhood. On the other 
hand, small flowers blooming in rice paddies (sometimes used for medicine), bamboos sprouting 
up in spring for consumption, or catching crabs in a local agricultural pond for food did not seem 
to register as something extraordinary to be noticed or displayed to outsiders. This “ordinariness” 
of the mundane socio-natures and landscapes has historically interacted, to varying degrees, with 
the local residents to form their local identities and practices, even as they have experienced 
many changes in the local infrastructures of waterways, rice paddies, and nearby mountains 
under different agricultural regimes. In other words, the environmental conservation agriculture 
regime did not incorporate these fragments of “ordinariness” of socio-natures as a part of 
governance for multifunctionality. 
 Furthermore, Une’s project of neo-agrarianism rather nostalgically regarded the 
“ordinary” landscape of farmers as what the Japanese people used to hold prior to the on-set of 
urbanization and Westernization in the late 19th century. However, it is more useful for our 
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understanding to historicize and particularize all these understandings of the rice paddy ecology 
and rural landscapes. For one, I argued that Une’s distinction between “nature from inside” as 
“traditionally Japanese” (privileged and aspired) and “nature from outside” (modern view based 
on science and the West/Christianity) closely parallels that of particular strains of late 19th and 
early 20th century agrarianism and then emerging conceptualization of nationalized a-historical 
and timeless nature, and New-Age inspired thoughts since the 1960s – and all of them are partly 
transnational. Une’s particular project in 2005-2007 was strategically made aligned with the 
dominant “environmental conservation agriculture” programs based on the model of “ecological 
modernization” without discounting “productivism.” I indicated that the part of the appeal to 
many human actors, including the national government and the participating conventional 
farmers, was to its ability to create a nationalized landscape of biodiversity through discourse 
and a national database of rice paddy creatures that often featured charismatic and nationalized 
non-human agents, such as dragonflies.  
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Table 9: Shifting Regimes of Socio-Natures in Farmlands in Fukuoka, Japan 
 
     
Time 
Periods 
Pre-Late 19th 
Century 
Late 19th 
Century to Mid-
20th Century 
1950s to 
1980s 
“Nature 
Subduing 
Agriculture” 
1980s to 2010s 
“Environmental 
Conservation Agriculture” 
Governments Yutaka 
Une 
Transnation
al Relations 
 
Mainly with 
East Asian 
Continent 
and 
relatively 
limited 
 
“Westernization
” and 
Japanese 
Empire 
The United 
States and 
Strategic 
Trade 
Liberalization 
 
Accelerated “Free Trade” 
(General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade and 
further trade liberalization) 
and Limited Neoliberalism 
 
 
Discourse, 
Knowledge, 
and Logics 
of 
Agriculture  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Herbalism: 
Bugs from 
moisture; 
Plants for 
medicine 
and food 
(until today 
for some); 
“Weeds” to 
be trimmed*  
Western 
science: 
Eliminate 
“harmful bugs” 
for productivity  
Accelerated 
emphasis on 
productivity 
and 
efficiency, 
such as 
infrastructure 
modernization 
that continues 
to this day 
“Ecological 
modernization” 
that balances 
productivity & 
efficiency with 
environmental 
benefits (both 
“productivism” 
and “post-
productivism”)
; 
Multifunctiona
lity; Integrated 
Pest 
Management 
(IPM); 
Amount of 
pesticides as 
proxy for food 
“safety” and 
institutional 
mechanism to 
educate 
farmers and 
detect pesticide 
Reduced 
pesticide 
movement 
since late 
1970s to 
enhance 
individual 
farmers’ 
agency 
and 
knowledg
e (with 
help of an 
old 
saying); 
Mutual 
relations 
between 
farmers 
and non-
human 
farm 
actors 
beyond 
“harmful 
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Table 9 
(cont.) 
residues on 
crops; Organic 
farming to 
reduce 
“environmental 
negatives”; 
“Agriculture’s 
Blessings” in 
Fukuoka; 
“Agricultural 
Land, Water, 
and the 
Environment 
Preservation 
and 
Improvement 
Policy” 
bugs”; 
“nationali
zed” 
discourse 
(as for 
other 
previous 
modern 
regimes); 
importanc
e of non-
monetary 
values & 
mundane 
landscapes 
and tasks; 
Localizati
on of 
agriculture 
and food 
consumpti
on 
Technologie
s, Bodies, 
Distance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rituals with 
non-
mechanical 
methods 
(until 1970s 
for some); 
Pre-modern 
sanitation 
and intimate 
bodily 
relations to 
bugs and 
germs (more 
or less till 
1950s); 
organic 
fertilizers 
(till 1950s) 
Organized 
efforts to 
eliminate 
“harmful bugs” 
with non-
mechanical 
methods 
Mechanical 
methods and 
protective 
gears to relate 
to bugs, 
plants, crops 
(more 
physical and 
social 
distance)*; 
synthetic 
pesticides and 
chemical 
fertilizers*; 
Less acutely 
toxic 
pesticides due 
to pesticide 
poisoning; 
Lower toxicity 
in pesticides 
(less quantity) 
& more 
organic 
fertilizers 
mostly in pellet 
form often 
mixed with 
continuing use 
of chemical 
fertilizers for 
better flavor, 
higher soil 
quality, and 
efficient 
supply of 
nutrients; “de-
coupling” 
Bug board 
to shorten 
physical 
and social 
distance 
with bugs, 
plants, 
crops, and 
individual 
rice 
paddies; 
enrolling 
non-
human 
actors in 
farmlands 
(e.g., 
ducks and 
channeled 
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Table 9 
(cont.) 
more 
collective pest 
control, 
especially 
rice; 
improving 
living 
environment 
(planting 
ornamental 
flowers, 
clean-up)* 
apple 
snails)  
Other 
Developme
nt 
 
 
 
Localism, 
Agrarianism, as 
well as 
nationalized and 
localized a-
historical 
“nature” in late-
19th-early 20th 
centuries 
Rural 
depopulation; 
Relative 
political 
decentralizati
on; Rural 
revitalization 
projects; 
Rural tourism 
and 
“Abundant 
nature” in the 
rural; 
Nostalgia for 
the Past since 
1960s; Food 
safety 
concerns; 
“Civil 
Society” as 
pragmatic and 
a-political 
since 1970s – 
all continuing 
till today 
Rice paddies 
and farming as 
objects of 
tourism 
 
“Agricultu
re’s 
Blessings” 
modeled 
after 
German 
program 
 
*Practices that endure to the present time. 
 
 Finally, I want to briefly address the dichotomy that “Life Environment Principle” 
(Seikatsu Kankyō Shugi) makes about the “local”/ “inside”/ “holistic” and “outside”/ 
“decontextualized” knowledge, as discussed in Chapter 1. I argued then that one’s analysis of a 
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local community can recognize creativity and autonomous decision-making power, but it can 
also be critical of hierarchies and power dynamics within a given “local community” that is 
formed in inextricable, yet specific relations to the larger world. Moreover, I suggested that this 
perspective does not elaborate on the concrete processes through which local communities are 
shaped by larger social forces. In my dissertation, I tried to portray the conventional farmers in 
Fukui district and Intoshima city as creative and autonomous actors who ultimately made 
decisions about the modern infrastructure projects, the “Agriculture’s Blessings” program, and 
other activities. I also delineated the historical development of their farming and community 
practices and knowledge that have been shaped by larger socio-natural relations, such as 
agricultural cooperatives, government agencies and their policies, and brown rice hoppers 
arriving from the Southeast and East Asia. In effect, I was critical of some conventional farmers 
who, for example, self-subjected themselves to the pesticide-dependent and “productivist” 
agricultural regimes. Yet, my critical eyes were cast upon in relation to the larger relationships 
that had shaped their practices and knowledge. By making those links, the “blames” were not 
necessarily put on those conventional farmers, but rather on complicated broader socio-natural 
forces in which the conventional farmers had to live their lives. Like Une’s neo-agrarianism that 
challenges the larger socio-natural relations, my analysis attempted to unnaturalize the socio-
natural relations in which those conventional farmers made sense and practiced their socio-
natural knowledge about farming. The conventional farmers may not agree with my criticisms, 
but they may understand why and how their interests and practices might have been formed. 
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Limited Neoliberalization of the “Environmental Conservation Agriculture” Regime 
 
 I would like to address how the degree to which neoliberalism has shaped the 
“Environmental Conservation Agriculture” regime has been quite limited and at best “hybrid.” 
That is because some of the characteristics associated with neoliberalism (e.g., deregulation, 
privatization, voluntary measures, and self-help subjectivity) had existed before the 1980s when 
it became dominant especially in the United States and the Great Britain. On the one hand, the 
regime has increasingly incorporated market-based techniques and entrepreneurship. Those 
measures include the deregulation of the whole-sale rice market with the introduction of systems 
that allowed premium prices for rice made with a reduced or no pesticide use directly sold to 
customers (e.g., “Specially Grown Rice” since 1987; the “eco-farmer” government label). The 
“green box” clause under the Uruguay Round deal in the mid-1980s facilitated the flow of 
subsidies away from direct price support to indirect subsidies for crop production. Similarly, 
farmer’s markets that have been government-subsidized and have popped up in many localities 
around the country (2,982 by official counts in 2003 [Furuie 2009:89]), including Fukui district 
allowed the marketing of their own crops and processed products (such as sweets made from 
locally grown oranges). This has facilitated a subjectivity of enjoying to set their prices and to 
sell their products, sometimes with the help of modern technology. For example, a non-random 
survey of 84 of about 270 producer members of this farmer’s market in Fukui district in 2009 
reveals that of those who answered they were enjoying to sell their crops at the farmer’s market 
(50 out of 84 respondents), twenty (29%) chose the answer of being able to set their own prices 
to their crops (which is not possible in a whole-sale market) as the reason of the enjoyment (Kai 
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2009).162 At the same time, these farmers still have to rely on the whole-sale market price to 
decide their own price because they know the public expectation that their price is lower than 
those in supermarket (Kai 2009). In addition, farmers have to retrieve the left over products 
(Ichinose 2008:18). Moreover, the Fukui district’s farmer’s market and its technology of 
periodical notifications of the sale of their own crops over the course of the day partly stimulated 
a neoliberal subjectivity of individual work and a monetary return. For example, one male 
conventional farmer in his early 40s who also put his crops at this farmer’s market in Fukui 
district told me that he feels good when he gets periodical notices in his cell phone that his crops 
were sold (field note, October 6, 2010). 
 The creation of numerous farmers markets, moreover, created a competition with each 
other. In 2007, despite the opposition of Fukuyoshi farmers (who sold their crops and products 
there and included Fukui farmers), their agricultural cooperative, JA Itoshima, opened a much 
larger farmer’s market in Maebaru city near the edge of Fukuoka city with more than 1 million 
residents (just east of Itoshima county). JA Itoshima did so partly because other JA Itoshima 
members in this area were economically struggling and partly because its location is much closer 
to a major consumer area, Fukuoka city (Rejā Sangyō 2009:68). It has resulted in a significant 
revenue decline for the farmer’s market in Fukui district although Fukuyoshi member farmers 
were still paying back the loan to help build their farmer’s market while also paying 15% of their 
crop sales to the farmer’s market as a fee (field note, October 29, 2011; Honda 2008:13). Many 
also believe that Fukui’s farmer’s market was one reason that some other smaller farmer’s 
markets in Itoshima lost revenues, such as a tiny farmer’s market near the natural farmers I 
                                                           
162
 They could choose more than one answer choices. The other answer choices were “they can interact with 
customers” (35 respondents or 50.7%), “they have made money” (12 or 17.4%), “other reasons” (2 or 2.9%). In 
addition, of these 84 producers, 27 were females while 57 were males; over 85% were between 51 and 75 years old; 
and nearly 35% were over 65 years old. 
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frequented in my fieldwork (field note, February 9, 2011). The Fukui administrative district head, 
non-farmer, also observed that farmers are increasingly individualistic: “…farmers used to be 
close to one another [Yoko no tsunagari ga tsuyo ka’tta], but now, they are more individualistic” 
(field note, August 29, 2010). Because of the popularity of the farmer’s market near Fukuoka 
city, moreover, even many farmers in Fukui district, including the Fukui agricultural district head 
himself who complained about the construction of this farmer’s market, often sell some of their 
own crops there instead of the one in Fukui district (field note, October 29, 2011). Yet, this 
apparent neoliberal subjectivity may rather reflect the rather precarious economic situations of 
small farmers historically. That is, they have historically had to change their agricultural 
practices in relation to, for example, the oversupply of rice since the early 1970s and of oranges 
in the 1980s. This Fukui agricultural district head also told me in this vein that he will manage to 
survive one way or another, as he and other farmers have done, even if Trans Pacific Partnership 
is realized and agricultural trades are more liberalized. 
 Further, the revision of the Agriculture Land Law in December 2009 allowed non-
agricultural entities, such as corporations to run farms.163 By early 2013, over one thousand non-
farming entities, including NGOs and for-profit companies, began to get involved in farming in 
part to secure their domestic supply chains for “safer” food because of the perception of food 
safety issues often from imported food, especially from China (Kimura and Nishiyama 2008:53; 
Rosenberger 2009).164 The MAFF also set up the Offensive Agriculture, Fisheries, and Forestry 
Promotion Headquarters  (Seme no Nōrin Suisan Gyō Suishin Honbu) in 2013 to promote 
                                                           
163
 From: https://ja.wikipedia.org/wiki/%E8%BE%B2%E5%9C%B0%E6%B3%95  (Accessed on September 25, 
2014). 
164
 From: http://www.maff.go.jp/j/kanbo/saisei/honbu/ (Accessed on September 25, 2014). 
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Japanese farm products abroad partly by branding the nation and encouraging farmers to sell 
their products abroad.  
 On the other hand, other measures that resemble neoliberalism in fact began earlier than 
its official pronouncement in the 1980s. In other words, those practices do not constitute 
neoliberalism. For example, pursuit for efficiency and consolidation of farms were agricultural 
policy in the 1960s. Voluntary government measures with voluntary participation similarly 
existed before the 1980s, such as the 1971 measure to voluntarily reduce rice production since 
1971 in exchange for some payment as well as the 1978-88 subsidies to voluntarily plant non-
rice crops, such as wheat, animal feed, and soybeans, that had low national self-sufficiency rates 
(Tashiro 2003:92, 185). Thus, the voluntary schemes for money, such as 2007-2011 Nōchi, Mizu, 
Kankyō Hozen Kōjō Taisaku (Agricultural Land, Water, and the Environment Preservation and 
Improvement Policy), were not totally new. The farmer’s markets, moreover, have historical 
roots in food self-sufficiency movement in the 1970s in reaction to modernization of agriculture 
and its health effects, and they were formed as a part of a rural revitalization and economic 
development project. Hence, it was not conceived as a neoliberal project. 
 Let me elaborate some details of the historical development of the food self-sufficiency 
movement. By the 1970s, conventional farmers were also facing a number of other challenges, 
such as farmers’ (and their family members’) health problems due to agricultural chemical 
agents and food additives in processed food, rice production reduction policy since 1970, 
cheaper food import especially since 1971, and expensive agricultural machinery and other rising 
costs of living. These conditions prompted conventional farmers and their agricultural 
cooperatives to wage a semi-grassroots effort nationwide to increase their own food self-
sufficiency by growing mostly vegetables in their own backyards and revitalize their life and 
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health in the 1970s (Furuie 2009:71-72; Sato 1986). It was “semi-grassroots” because the 
farmers were in close coordination with and often encouraged by the local/prefectural 
agricultural cooperatives and government agencies that provided expertise and resources 
(Hasumi, Suzuki, and Megishi 1986). The professed purposes were to promote health and safety 
of their families and to save money. They did so by not consuming “unhealthy” processed food, 
by growing own food, and by processing food for household consumption. By 1980, 46% of all 
national agricultural cooperatives participated in this movement although many challenges and 
the unevenness of the practices existed (Furuie 2009:72; Hasumi, Suzuki, and Megishi 1986:161-
89). The surplus of such crops and non-standard crops that could not be placed onto the modern 
market was often placed at make-shift farmer’s market or locations without sellers (and buyers 
voluntarily placed money at a suggested price into a designated box)(Furuie 2009:86-87). This 
movement to sell local, fresh, less expensive crops (mostly vegetables) has gained popularity, 
and governments began to subsidize these activities, thereby ushering the emergence of farmer’s 
markets. These close relationships of “facilitating spontaneity” (Avenell 2010b:69) between 
governments and a-political “civil society” groups have been discernible at least over the course 
of the post-World War II period at the expense of more contentious “civil society” groups 
(Avenell 2010b). 
 As Dibden, Potter, and Cocklin (2009:300, 307) noted, moreover, the “green box” can be 
both a facilitator and a barrier to a more full-blown neoliberalism in that, with the idea of 
“multifunctionality of agriculture,” it was created as a resistance to neoliberalism during the 
trade negotiation in the 1980s in the first place, and that it merely restructured government 
subsidy flow. The “de-coupling” programs, such as the “Agriculture’s Blessings,” did not 
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represent neoliberalism in any significant way, as it also represented governmental support and 
Une’s neo-agrarianism that was against marketization. 
 
Final Words: “Environmentally Sustainable Agriculture” Combined with Transnational 
Social Justice 
 
 I briefly discussed my vision of “environmentally sustainable agriculture” combined with 
transnational social justice in Chapter 1. In this last section, I would like to come back to that 
idea and say a few more words about the need for such an alternative vision and political project 
that may change the course of the accelerating neoliberalism and corporatization of the world. 
But first, let me succinctly examine the political landscape of Japanese farmer groups based on 
my fieldwork to suggest that there have been few group speaking the language of “justice” 
because of the particular hegemonic political and cultural regime popularized since the 1970s. 
 During my fieldwork, I did not encounter anyone who spoke the language of “social 
justice” or “equity” for farmers or what one might call “critical sustainable agriculture” as 
demonstrated by physicist and activist Vandana Shiva (2011) and a transnational coalition of 
small farmer organizations, La Vía Campesina (“The Peasant Road”)(Desmarais 2007).165 For 
example, using the concepts of equity and rights, Shiva (2011) argues that all human and non-
human species have equal rights for survival, including access to food and water as well as a safe 
and clean habitat. Violators to these “ecological spaces,” especially corporations, must pay their 
price. La Vía Campesina has similarly advocated since 1993 for “food sovereignty” and 
mobilized its constituent groups around the world against corporate neoliberal agriculture 
promoted by agri-businesses and international organizations, such as the World Trade 
Organization (WTO) and Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) at the United Nations 
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 La Vía Campesina’s web-site is at http://viacampesina.org/en/ (Accessed on October 10, 2014). 
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(Desmarais 2007). The concept of “food sovereignty” refers to several dimensions of farming 
that goes beyond the more commonly known concept, “food security” (sufficient amount of food 
for everyone), which has been promoted by organizations, such as FAO. It involves, among 
others, (1) the right to produce healthy, good quality, and culturally appropriate food mostly for 
domestic market; (2) the right to protect biodiversity and land capacity for production to secure 
autonomy of populations; (3) providing enough financial assistance to farmers for the 
maintenance of their farming against subsidized imports; and (4) ending agricultural 
industrialization in favor of small-scale and sustainable farming (Desmarais 2007:34). These 
concepts and political projects are, in my view, necessary for my vision of “environmentally 
sustainable agriculture” combined with transnational social justice, which I will come back to at 
the end. 
 Let me briefly discuss several groups of farmers and consumer groups in Japan to 
illustrate the hegemonic political and cultural landscape there. I will make an argument about 
why they have not engaged in such a discourse and political projects by partly reiterating my 
points in the previous chapter about the state-civil society relationships in the last several 
decades in Japan. First, natural farmers in Itoshima city who follow the teaching of Yoshikazu 
Kawaguchi (Kawaguchi and Tsuji 2011) are primarily concerned about face-to-face relations 
based on anti-modern New Age thought.166 That is, they focus on how they build authentic, 
sincere, and humble relationships with people, customers, and farmlands, irrespective of what 
others may say, such as natural farming is unproductive and their farming is amateur (field note, 
April 20, 2011). Kawaguchi argues in general that human’s role in natural farming is to “go 
along, respond to, obey, and entrust” crops and natural life, such as climate, weather, and soil 
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 Again, this school of natural farmers minimize the use of organic fertilizers and do not till the soil. They rarely 
use large machinery that many organic farmers do. 
276 
 
quality (Kawaguchi and Tsuji 2011:51, 68). His essays first appeared in the 1980s (Hachijū 
Nendai), perhaps the most influential New Age magazine in Japan in the late 1980s (they later 
became a book [Kawaguchi 1990]). I was especially troubled by their ambivalent reactions to the 
2011 Fukushima nuclear disaster in that while they were deeply concerned about the accident 
and some organized and participated in a few local forums on nuclear power and an alternative 
life, engaging in politics or a political struggle was not their focus because, as one older natural 
farmer in her 50s said one month after the disaster, they are to accept whatever happens and do 
their best in a given circumstance (field note, April 13, 2011). “After all, death is not to be feared 
because it is to happen” (field note, April 13, 2011). In fact, some older natural farmers had been 
active participants in the anti-nuclear movement a couple of years after the Chernobyl accident in 
the late 1980s before they became involved in natural farming in the early 1990s (Suga 
2012:275-76). Yet, they became exhausted and disillusioned by the long, stressful, and often 
confrontational campaign and unsatisfactory results. As one participant described her experience 
in the anti-nuclear power movement at that time: “…I enjoyed making connections with people 
from time to time, but I felt sad and tired by the reality that the movement itself invited 
confrontations” (Kagamiyama 2005:197). Their vision for social change is to begin with building 
new face-to-face relationships. They are encouraged to question themselves and change 
accordingly rather than questioning what others may say or do (field note, April 13, 2011). If 
they reflect and change, others may follow one by one. As Maekawa (1998:91) astutely observes 
regarding the New Age movement in Japan in the 1980s, the kind of social change this broadly 
“New Age” movement suggests is to translate personal change through harmony between self 
and the unseen world/cosmos directly into societal change to peace and world harmony (Sakurai 
2007:4). The personal self is the source for the authentic self for spirituality and social change. 
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For example, one way in which my now-deceased natural farmer teacher in Itoshima talked 
about facing difficulty was to change a viewpoint: “… for example, people might think farming 
in summer is too hot and unbearable, but I feel ok if I think I am bathing in a hot spring…” (field 
note, April 27, 2011). This technique of shifting one’s point of view appears to discourage 
natural farmers from getting involved in any overt and mass-based political work for social 
change. 
 Second, as discussed in the previous chapter, Une’s neo-agrarianism challenges the 
environmental conservation agricultural regime (“multifunctional” agriculture) and shares many 
ideas with Vandana Shiva, La Vía Campesina, and the natural farmers, such as anti-
market/modern thought, biodiversity, and local food production-consumption. But, his idea is not 
really social justice or transnational. He is interested in autonomy of farmers who make their 
own decisions, and he is willing to work with government agencies, as in the “Agriculture’s 
Blessings.” He is also interested in raising national food sufficiency rates in Japan, but his 
project is more nation-based, not transnational, in that his analysis is primarily about Japan 
without any substantial transnational political economic analysis (i.e., only the “culturalist” 
analysis). One main reason he has been critical of Trans Pacific Partnership (TPP), which would 
liberalize many aspects of international trade in countries along the Pacific ocean is that TPP is 
about the market/money supremacy which looks at matters from the “outside” (i.e., the modern 
gaze)(Yamashita and Une 2011). He is instead more interested in localism – if you are 
consumers and do not grow food, eat whatever local farmers grow, irrespective of the use of 
pesticides and chemical fertilizers as long as those decisions are autonomously made by farmers 
themselves (field note, February 25, 2011). His “culturalist” understanding and politics 
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resembles that of communitarianism in that he appears to treat the “nation” and the “local” as 
fundamental units to make sense of its nature/culture/politics (Une 2011:342-44). 
 Third, Nōmin Undō Zenkoku Rengō Kai (Nōminren in short or Japan Family Farmer 
Movement) is a Japanese farmer group which is the sole official Japanese affiliate of La Vía 
Campesina.167 They are also an affiliate of the Japan Communist Party, which has had some 
strong grassroots support, but the party has been politically and socially marginal in recent 
decades.168 As Marxism lost its credibility among the Japanese population and many left activists 
by the early 1970s, the party has lost its popular support and has been in an antagonistic 
relationship with the Japan Socialist Party, let alone more centrist political parties and their 
affiliates (Suga 2012:108). Nōminren’s 2013 report on the national conference does not mention 
any outside groups other than La Vía Campesina as coalition partners.169 They are critical of 
trade liberalization (such as TPP led by the United States government), deregulation, and the 
major political parties in Japan. They support restriction of agricultural import while providing 
subsidies for farmers at the level that France does (pp. 11-12). As discussed in Chapter 4, it 
seems significant that France is known for its “neo-mercantilist” farm policy of productivism and 
government farmer support irrespective of concerns for the environment (Potter and Tilzey 
2007:1298; Tilzey 2006:8). It does not necessarily mean that Nōminren endorses such a farm 
policy besides the level of funding. But, it is telling that in their 19 page report, it discusses 
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 From: http://www.nouminren.ne.jp/index.shtml, and the list of La Vía Campesina member organizations are at 
this site: http://viacampesina.org/en/index.php/organisation-mainmenu-44/our-members-mainmenu-71 (Accessed on 
October 10, 2014). I also talked to a staff member at their headquarters in Tokyo in 2010 about their position on 
agriculture and the environment and visited their local office in Fukushima city after the 2011 nuclear disaster to ask 
about how they were dealing with their radiation fallout on agricultural crops. 
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 From: 
https://ja.wikipedia.org/wiki/%E6%97%A5%E6%9C%AC%E5%85%B1%E7%94%A3%E5%85%9A#.E8.A2.AB.
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 From: http://web.kamogawa.ne.jp/~nm-tpc/taikai/20_taikai.pdf (Accessed on October 11, 2014). 
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biodiversity or the natural environment only in three lines (two sentences in p. 15 and one word, 
the environment, in p. 13) in relation to corporate takeover of genes and biotechnology as well as 
La Vía Campesina. The primarily focus is on how to improve economic security of farmers and 
the nation. As suggested by the Japan Communist Party’s support, moreover, the Nōminren’s 
support has been very limited at best. In fact, the report states a declining revenue from their 
newspaper and the existence of at least one member in only 47% of over 1,700 Japanese 
municipalities (p. 17). 
 The mainstream farmer cooperative (Nōkyō or JA) has opposed TPP and has organized 
lobbies and orderly street demonstrations against TPP at least since 2010. They are concerned 
about how TPP undermines small Japanese farmers (their members) and farming (as well as 
stable provision of safe food and the local economy), therefore their organization.170 They have 
been in relationships with other international mainstream farmer organizations, such as the 
International Federation of Agricultural Producers (IFAP).171 But, these concerns do not translate 
into the framing of social justice and equity largely because their interests historically have been 
largely complicit with the government or the agricultural regimes, including the dominant and 
conservative Liberal Democratic Party. 
 In the late 1960s and early 1970s, more socially conscious consumer cooperatives were 
also gradually forming out of student radicalism of the day because of their dissatisfaction with 
hard-line radicalism or/and with other bureaucratic and commercialized cooperatives run like 
regular supermarkets in the face of growing food safety issues (Avenell 2010:104; Bouissou 
2000:337; Moen 2000:59). But, along with much of other activist currents, they did not aim to 
transform, overthrow, or just oppose the “enemy” (e.g., the state) as the radicals of the previous 
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 From: http://www.zenchu-ja.or.jp/eng/objectives (Accessed on October 11, 2014). 
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era did. Rather, they shifted their activism to more localized, pragmatic, and constructive reform 
activities in their communities and sometimes to formal politics (Avenell 2010:16-17, 105, 210-
28). This was partly due to the perceived success of self-help and non-ideological anti-pollution 
and anti-development movements in various localities from the mid-1960s to mid-1970s. The 
new culture of activism partly aimed to change itself by looking at its daily, concrete life 
reflectively in order to gradually change society (Avenell 2010:222; Satō 1996:166). One could 
readily see a close affinity with the emerging New Age movement at that time. These consumer 
groups tried to create alternative ways in which people’s everyday lives were organized so that 
they did not take part in the problem. Broadly speaking, its subjectivity changed to that of shimin 
(“citizens” or 市民) as seikatsusha (“inhabitants of daily life” or 生活者) who were “sovereign, 
yet patriotic, socially responsible, self-disciplined, and largely apolitical shimin subjects” 
(Avenell 2010:104, 105, 219). 
 For example, Green Co-op, a consumer cooperative, headquartered in Fukuoka, was 
formed in 1988 as a result of mergers of two smaller consumer cooperatives originally started by 
radical activists in the mid 1970s when they realized that they have to change course (Yukioka 
2002:99-100). But, over time, as they became more mainstream and larger in operation (0.4 
million households in 14 prefectures in western Japan in 2011 [Green Coop 2011:40]), their 
concerns and activities have become moderate at best. The vast majority of the membership are 
(middle and upper class) housewives whose primarily concern is to put safe, fresh, tasty food on 
the table for their families (the food is pricier than that in regular supermarkets)(Moen 2000:64; 
private communication with Green Coop representative, January 17, 2012). There have been a 
number of campaigns which have become mainstreamed over time. They include a campaign to 
increase food self-sufficiency rates by prioritizing domestic crops and introducing “food 
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mileage” points since 2009, a campaign against Genetically Modified Organisms, encouraging 
its members to oppose nuclear power since 2012, and incorporating a handful of fair trade food 
items in their food catalogues (Green Coop 2011:3).172 They use the language of “living 
together” (Kyōsei or 共生) as in the title of their newsletter (Kyōsei no Jidai or the era of living 
together) as well as solidarity (Rentai or 連帯) to emphasize horizontal relationships among 
different actors (e.g, farmers-consumers), mostly in Japan (private communication with Green 
Coop representative, January 17, 2012).173 These words speak to personally accountable 
relationships from the perspective of its membership (primarily young mothers). It gives a 
distinctive sense of the subjectivity of shimin (“citizens”) as self-disciplined, socially responsible, 
yet mostly a-political seikatsusha (inhabitants of daily life”), as discussed above. In the end, their 
analysis and their activities are not really transnational, political, economic, or about social 
justice. 
 I argue that these projects reflect a particular historical time in Japan, part of which I 
discussed in some length above and in Chapter 4 to provide the political, cultural, and historical 
contexts to the emergence of the “Agriculture’s Blessings.” These forces include the 
end/stigmatization of radical activism of the 1960s and the rise of cooperation with the 
government (pragmatic volunteerism) as the primary form of civic engagement. Likewise, the 
rise of localism partly promoted by the government, a nostalgia for the “good-old days” and the 
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 Originally, a British NGO, Sustain, initiated the “Food Miles” campaign in the 1990s to eat locally produced 
food to reduce negative environmental impacts of food transportation. To quantitatively measure the amount of 
negative environmental impacts from food transportation from the locations of production to consumption, it 
focused to estimate the amount of carbon dioxide, one of the main substances that are linked to climate change. 
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production to consumption (Nakata 2007a:25-26). The food mileage of Japan’s import food was about three more 
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about five more times than Great Britain and Germany in 2001 (Nakata 2007a:27, 2007b:33, 35). 
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 http://www.greencoop.or.jp/kyousei/ (Accessed on October 11, 2014).  
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“traditional,” and mainstreaming or cooptation of New Age ideas since the 1980s have also 
played a part in marginalizing the discourse and activism of transnational social justice and 
equity (Prohl 2007; Gaitanidis 2011). The liberal-left activism in Japan in the last few decades 
has involved by and large non-ideological pragmatic activism of a variety of issues, such as 
working poor youths, ecology, food, farming, peace, and nuclear power since 2011, in 
fragmented pockets of Japan (Suga 2012). These ideas and concerns, moreover, permeate in the 
larger society in moderated forms. This hegemonic condition precisely underscores the 
popularity of aspects of neo-agrarianism expressed in the “Agriculture’s Blessings” program 
(e.g., nation-based, local-oriented, and rather nostalgic agrarianism), national food self-
sufficiency and consumer cooperatives such as Green Co-op, ecology, ending wars and nuclear 
weapons stemming from the sense of victimhood in the aftermath of World War II, the 1929 
proletariat novel, Kanikōsen (The Crab Cannery Ship)(whose reprint edition became a national 
bestseller in 2008), and even anti-nuclear power across the political spectrum.174 The current 
situation does not mean a collapse of the political left and right, but it does suggest 
mainstreaming of many left-liberal ideas in non-ideological and co-opted forms as well as the 
marginalized political left in contemporary Japan. 
 Returning to my vision of “environmentally sustainable agriculture” with transnational 
social justice, I would like to make a final observation. Like Shiva and La Vía Campesina (see 
Desmarais 2007:69-70), the goal is partly to democratize the neoliberalizing global 
economy/trade and domestic political economy through a variety of transnational and local social 
movement activities as well as to protect economic, political, and cultural rights of farmers and 
others (including non-human natures in “balance” with humans) involved in food production, 
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distribution, and consumption. This focus on uneven transnational relations, as in “food 
sovereignty,” is different from the “multifunctionality’s” focus on uneven relationships within 
nation-states that can readily be neoliberalized into market transactions, such as public-private 
partnerships and farmer auditing by private entities (McMichael 2008b:80, 87). Moreover, the 
imaginary entails, similar to neo-agrarianism and natural farming, a re-orientation of our food 
practices to the “local” economy for food production and consumption. In this process, “non-
farmers” are, to the extent it is physically and psychologically feasible, at least occasionally 
encouraged to engage in growing food by themselves to supplement purchased food while 
enjoying the process and sensually connecting to the land, as my now-deceased natural farmer 
teacher and her colleagues in Itoshima used to say. Direct farm output will most likely decline (if 
the use of modern industrial farming methods is minimized), but “externalities” of industrial 
conventional agriculture, such as pollution, climate change, and debt for expensive farm 
equipment, would be significantly reduced.175 This partly involves supporting farmers with 
compensations that farmers can live, if modestly, while downsizing of our consumption patterns 
and lifestyles.  
 This vision, unfortunately, appears like a far-fetched dream in light of the world reality 
where neoliberalism is still the dominant ideology (e.g., TPP and Japanese agriculture on the 
“offense”) and where consumerism is considered a virtue in most segments of the First World. 
Moreover, there are many divisions and tensions even among the politically similar-minded that 
may share a broad vision. It is a cliché, but the only hope I see is to take a long path of 
strategically connecting one’s daily struggles to many struggles in one’s organizations, 
community, nation-state, and the world. As Americans slowly recover from the recession, for 
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example, growing urban farming and food justice campaigns have been taking shape in recent 
years. One such campaign led by youths, Real Food Challenge, appears to connect many issues 
around food with the aim of pursuing food justice on college and university campuses around the 
country.176 Their primary campaign is “to shift $1 billion of existing university food budgets 
away from industrial farms and junk food and towards local/community-based, fair, ecologically 
sound and humane food sources—what we call ‘real food’—by 2020.”177 They may have already 
seen their connections to patterns of food production, distribution, and consumption around the 
world. As I launch a new chapter of my life as a teacher at a community college, that is where I 
would like to focus my energy on without losing hope. 
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